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INTRODUCTION. 


The Resurrection of Jesus, while it has been re- 
jected by many ever since the adoption of the scienti- 
fic method of study still is held to be the central 
fact upon which the Christian Church rest. The Chris- 
tian hope owes its origin to the life, teaching, resur- 
rection and continued influence of Jesus, the founder 
of the Christian religion; but the greatest emphasis 
has been placed upon his resurrection. Professor Bowen 
rightly states that "it is impossible to overestimate 
the importance of the resurrection-faith, either in 
itself or in its relation to that movement of religion 
we call Christianity. The words of Paul of Tarsus 
have a truth that is often mistaken by traditionalists 
and liberals alike 'If there is no resurrection of the 
dead, neither hath Christ been raised, and if Christ 
hath not been raised, then is our preaching vain, your 
faith also is vain...ye are yet in your sins. Then 
they also which are fallen asleep in Christ have per- 
ished. If in this life only we have hope in Christ 
we are of all men most pitiable. The apostle tee not 
overstated the case; if it be true that Jesus is at 
this moment a dead man, if no resurrection came to him 
--yes, if it be true that any departed soul is at this 


moment a dead man, if for but a single one there has 
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been no resurrection--then are the Christian preaching 
and the Christian faith vain. The Christian religion, 
whatever be true of others, conceives man as an eter- 
nal child of an eternal Father, and death as but an 
incident in the development of an enduring spirit. The 
Christian Church must affirm the resurrection-faith." 
Whatever may be the attitude and belief of others, 
the resurrection and the ascension narratives found 
in the New Testament and other Christian literature 
have been a perplexing problem to the writer. Not only 
these narratives, but also other similar narratives 
found in the Bible long stood in the way when he was 
first persuaded to become a Christian. Although they 
might not be obstacles to those persons who view the 
Bible as a historical product, to many non-believers 
of today these miraculous accounts are serious stumb- 
ling blocks and very often prevent them from accept- 
ing the Christian faith. It is due to this fact that 
I have chosen this problem as a special study. A 
limited training makes the task doubly difficult for 
"to think to find a smooth and even path through this 
history of the resurrection is a great mistake, un- 
worthy of a cultured, thoughtful, truth-loving man." 
The resurrection of Jesus is one of the best at- 


tested incidents in the New Testament. The details, 


1. Bowen: The Resurrection in the Nl. T. p. l. 


2. Keim: Jesus of Nazara; Vol. Vl. p. 277. 
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however, swarm with contradiction and myth. All 

parts of the narratives have not equal value as 
evidence. Therefore it is well that we compare and 
weigh our evidences as we proceed to inquire into the 
subject. Through such a careful and critical study, 
this treatise proposes to establish the proposition 
that the resurrection of our Lord was not of a bodily 
nature, but that it was a spiritual experience. Re- 
surrection is an object of faith and not an object of 
the senses. It was and is the conviction among Chris- 
tians from the earliest times up to the present that 
having died, he was yet not dead. "This conviction, 
vigorously and fearlessly asserted, was, it can scarcely 
be denied, incomparably the greatest contribution ever 
made to the faith in the soul's Revoir: Mg ie We 
shall attempt to establish this proposition by uncover- 


ing all the evidences that are now at our disposal. 


1. Bowen: p. 3. 
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THE PAULINE VIEW of the RESURRECTION. 


The data concerning the primiteve Christian faith 
as to the resurrection of Jesus are to be found, first, 
in the letters of Paul; second, in the Synoptic Gospels; 
third, in the Gospel of John and the later New Testament 
literature, and fourth, in certain extra-canonical mate- 
rials. Of these groups the first two are in every way 
the most important; the other two at best can do little 
more than confirm the witness of cee As first in 
rank from every point of view, stand the letters of 
Paul. In this regard, Dr. Denney states that "much of 
the difficulty and embarrassment of the subject (resur- 
rection) is due to the fact that the study of the evi- 
dences for the resurrection has so often begun at the 
wrong end. People have started with the narratives in 
the evangelists and become immersed in the details of 
these, with all the intricate and perhaps insoluble 
questions they raise, both literary and historical---. 
It ought to be apparent that, so far as the fact of 
the resurrection of Jesus is concerned, the narratives 
of the evangelists are quite the least important part 


of the evidence with which we have to deal. It is 


1. Bowen: p. 5. Most scholars today agree with this 


view in regard to the relative value of these data. 
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no exaggeration to say that if we do not accept the 
resurrection on grounds which lie outside this erea, 
we shall not accept it on the grounds presented here." 
Although Dr. Denney does not accept the view of the 
resurrection contended for in this work, he is at least 
in accord with others that the oldest as well as the 
most testimony of the resurrection of Jesus is that of 
Paul in 1 Corinthians 15. It is further argued by this 
Same scholar that the real historical evidence for the 
resurrection is the fact that it was believed, preached, 
propagated, and produced its fruit and effect in the 
new phenomenon of the Christian Church, long before any 
of our gospels was Ra ay Professor Bowen is in ac- 
cord with Dr. Denney for he, too, states that Paul is 
the oldest testimony. Not only is the testimony of 
Paul the oldest, but it is first-hand. "He tells us 
what he himself had experienced, as well as of the ex- 
perience of men with whom he had personal acquaintance. 
His testimony----is the spontaneous utterance of an 
active preacher and missionary who had a larger part 
than any other one man in fixing the faith of the ear- 
liest churches." 

In order to examine the Pauline view of the resur- 
rection, we turn to the fifteenth chapter of Pirst 


Corinthians. Paul seems to have started the discussion 


1. Denney: Jesus and the Gospel. p. 100. 
2. Denney: Cit. Op. p. 100. 


3. Bowen: z ‘ PP. 5. 


ae wes Vea Of ow IL ted? gee gt colverennexe Bi 
2Seia S60? soleyro elif tobde “HIOT 10 TOlLtoo rts 
£ 
ra@ted Sécgecete 


nhac ors edy 0 vf fqgeose tog {fade ow 
onc 16 Welv sai tasoom ton 2905 venred . +d discon tikes 


202i Debnetcos qo L3 so ye neege 


One ee flow us teadle ond jacds 


2reite déiw Broocan ot 


=O 2914 et szees 20 -nol¥ootimasy ent So YWiomlteas tdom 


RSA Gd Sergue redter? et 41 Ai acetdintrod £ np fae 


Oat 201 sonshire S#obrotetd frex siv ted? tsfodoa ar3e 


peenensty -Sevetiad asx f! vaiy. 7oaT edd at sottostrreet 
On? nt toertte sna iiutt? ef! Secgherg ina », Se ta sarong 
Gee etoled anol ‘M0%Gd0 aaktvairdd edz to Sonsmoveda wer 
“pe Gf ef newot toseatorgd “aaedtbes sew elegecs wo 


Os imal tatt wctete . ony 60 OL Yomred: std adhe 5ra9 


E ‘ 
20 Ytomitast edt at Gime Soul. .yeomisaes Feehic ett 


as Silos 08" .finatmtax + “i #2 tod, tueblo en Lowy 
“EG O80 79 as ifew ea Seoseb veges bah tLeantd on Jade 


,eorszotaroos Laneateg Dad af modw doi seu to bone iveg 


MG 26 soraretty Snoenstxoga ody alm-~—cnomtteeds. 9S 


Wiaqg tostel« fed cute pxanofasin ina TedosetTg erivds 


eS Bxtxtt nt mam eno rerio VAs nadé 
é 


". eedonsrao taekt 


erlivet ent oaotmare Of tebro aI 


Yattz to tedcaudy 'Oesti ct. ed? vb aves ow , foldgay 
Polsersetii o PevTSIe evan of: anges fuel .unsiddnpsed 
oi 


PA 
vy 
ae | 
ye 
oS 
& 
o 
° 
& 
ay, 
@ 
Q 
te 
a] 
3 
et 
te 
* 
a) 
ro 


ry ( ib + «gO \e hp ee) : Yesoed af ‘ 


eG a ff by " £f a Oo 


of the subject because of certain information which 

had reached him through some unspecified source. He 
learned that some of the people were denying the doc- 
trine of the au On what grounds they de- 
nied it and what they held of life after death, the 
great Apostle does not mention. The probability is 
that those who denied did so basing their argument on 
the view current in Greek philosophy that death was 

a release from the prison-house, that the spirits of 
the good passed into a state of bliss while their bo- 
dies went to Pekan In brief, the argument 

must have been that a doby is dissolved by death and 
cannot be raised. In reply, Paul argues that this is 
not a valid objection, and to satisfy the doubters he 
makes the defense contained in chapter fifteen of First 
Corinthians. He recognizes that there is an element 

of truth in the contention of his opponents; that a 
body of flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of 
heaven. This he edmits. But he maintains that not all 
bodies are of the same kind, and insists that the resur- 
rection body will not be of flesh and blood. What then 
did he believe? According to the account contained in 
1 Corinthians 15:35-44, Paul argues that at the eae 


rection of Jesus his body was changed from one of flesh 


t. 1 €erin. Losi2. 
2. Peake's, Commentary on the Bible. p. 669-670. 
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and blood to one which was spiritual, incorruptible 
and immortal in such a way that there was no trace 
left of the corruptible body of flesh and blood which 
had been laid in the grave. "What you sow never comes 
to life unless it dies. And what you sow is not the 
body that is to be, it is a mere grain of wheat, for 
example, or some other seed. God gives it a body as 
he pleases, gives each kind of seed a body of its own. 
Flesh is not all the same; there is human flesh, there 
is flesh of beasts, flesh of birds, and flesh of fish. 
There are heavenly bodies and also earthly bodies; 
but the splendor of the heavenly is one thing, and the 
splendor of the earthly is another. There is a splendor 
of the sun and a splendor of the moon and a splendor of 
the stars--for one star differs from another in splendor. 
So with the resurrection of the dead: what is sown is 
mortal, what rises is immortal; sown inglorious, it 
rises in power; sown an animate body, it rises a spir- 
tual body. As there is an animate body, so there is 
a spiritual tage 

This view of the resurrection held by Paul is one 
which was in the main familiar to the Jews. "The evi- 
dence for this view has been collected by Mr. H. St. 
J. Thackeray in his work on ‘The ae of St. Paul 


to contemporary Jewish Thought." 


1. Moffatt Translation: 1 Cor. 15:36-44. 


2. Lake: Resurrection of Jesus Christ. p. 24. 
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The difference between the teaching of Paul and con- 
temporary Jewish opinion, in regard to the idea of a 
transformation of the body to a spiritual and more 
glorious form of existence, says Professor Lake, is 
that in Jewish thought it took place after the resur- 
rection from the dead, not simultaneously with it. 
That which is held by the Apostle is typically Pauline 
and therefore cannot be attributed to Jewish thought. 

The question of"the third day" ‘will be reserved 
for a later consideration. Whatever view one may 
hold as to Paul's reference "that he hath been raised 
on the third day according to the scriptures", 1 Cor. 
15:4, it is not the important evidence on which Paul 
bases his teaching of the resurrection. 

The evidence on which St. Paul bases his teaching 
of the resurrection is the appearances of the risen 
Lord. He testifies that the risen Lord was seen by 
Peter, by the twelve, by more than five hundred breth- 
ren at once,. by James, by all the apostles, and lastly, 
by himself. How far these appearances of the risen 
Lord can be identified with those mentioned in the 
gospels is obviously a difficult question, but it is 
well to emphasize at once that he does not recognize 
any difference between the appearance to himself and 
those to other witnesses. Although Paul does not de- 


fine the nature of the appearances, we have in the 


Acts an account of his conversion and of the appeerance 
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of the Lord. It would seem from the nature of the 


experiences described in Acts that the appearance of 
the Lord at his conversion was the nature of a sudden 
vision. The whole tendency of the narrative goes to 
exclude the possibility that he saw anything in the 
nature of a material form. Thus, we are justified in 
not hesitating to regard it as probably an accurate 
description of what he experienced because it so com- 
pletely agrees with the deduction drawn from 1 Cor. 
15, that Paul's belief was that the risen Lord was not 
flesh and blood. 

In regard to the definition of the term 'He appeared, ' 
Professor Bowen states that it is not to be meant by it 
that one man in the body met another man in the ae 
Keim says that "the appearances of Jesus are by Paul 
four times distinctly spoken of as visions. ‘He ap- 
peared to them;‘ he was seen for them and by them. It 
is the same expression which Paul and the New Testament 
generally use for visions that have nothing else in 
common with the resurrection appearances of sea ecian 
Dr. Milligan strongly objects to this view of Keim 
with whom I am in accord. Dr. Milligan argues that by 
the term 'He appeared’ Paul meant by it a personal mani- 


festation of the risen Lord Himself, and not a mere 


1. Acts 9:1-9; 22:6-10; 26:12-18. 
2. Bowen. op. cit. p. 41. 
3. Keim: Jesus of Nazara. Vol. Vl. p. 289. 
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appearance in a vision. "The constant use of the verb 
‘appeared’ in the New Testament connects it with per- 
sons or things either seen or supposed to be seen in 
their reality, and not thought of as visionary appear- 
ances." How Dr. iilligan could maintain such a posi- 
tion is difficult to understand. The men of the first 
century were of course as capable as we are of distin- 
guishing between normal seeing with the eye and this 
seeing in vision, this beholding of supernaturel ob- 
jects in ecstasy, trance, or dream. But we must not 
fail to observe that very often they attributed reality 
to what they "saw" in the one case as in the other. So 
that nothing is gained by Dr. Milligan's or Beyschlag's 
insistence, or for that matter the insistence of any 
other person, that the faith of Paul and the disciples 
that Jesus was really risen could not have been based 
on "visions" of his glorified cheat But more will 

be said about the vision latter when we take up the con- 
sideration of the vision-hypothesis. 

The next subject we might consider briefly is this; 
to whom did the risen Lord first appear? Can we accept 
Paul's statement in this respect literally? If 50, 
Peter was the first who 'saw' the risen Lord. This is 
the position taken by some scholars. Professor Schmiedel, 


for instance, holds that Paul in his list of appearances 


1. Milligan: The Resurrection of Our Lord p. 265, note 38. 


2. Bowen: p. 4c. 
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caer ere? not only Chronological order, but complete- 
ness. But others like Dr. Denney and Professor Lake 

do not think so. Personally, I cannot accept Professor 
Schmiedel's position for it is not at all certain whether 
Paul enumerated all known cases of the appearances of the 
risen Lord. However, whether one adheres to one or the 
other of these views, it does not contribute much in 
considering the nature of the resurrection. 

Whether the appearances were in Galilee or Judea is 
left absolutely open by Paul. He gives no hint as to 
locality in the narrative under consideration. 

An examination, therefore, of the evidence of Paul, 
found in 1 Cor. 15 leads to the result that he believed 
the risen Lord to have appeared to himself and to other 
disciples in a manner which left no room for doubt as 
to his triumph over death. He believed that the body of 
the risen Lord no longer consisted of flesh and blood, 
but that the risen Lord was a spirit, immortal and im- 
perishable. This victory over death he believed to have 
taken place on the third day and this belief was either 
based on a deduction from the Old Testament, or on some 
fact which he does not adduce as evidence of the resur- 
rection and nowhere defines in his epistles. It is pro- 
bable but not certain that he believed the first appear- 
ance of the risen Lord to have been to Peter, but there 


is no evidence to show where it first took place. 


1. Professor Schmiedel article on Resurrection and As- 


eension Narratives, Encyclopedia Biblica: Col. 4058. 
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A.. PAUL'S FURTHER WITNESS. 

While the testimony of 1 Cor. 15 is the most reli- 
able account of the Resurrection available to us, it 
is possible that the evidence of this chapter alone 
may be misleading. Hlsewhere Paul may qualify it or 
suggest points of view that will put certain parts of 
the testimony in a different light or add elements that 
are lacking in the document just considered. In order 
to make our position certain that Paul did not believe 
in a bodily resurrection, it is necessary that we ex- 
amine his other letters for utterances on the same theme. 
Of such further utterances we shall find no lack. In 
each of the geniune letters of Paul, except Philemon, 
there is frequent reference to the resurrection, either 
of Jesus or of believers of Jesus. However, any com- 
plete treatment of the resurrection as witnessed by Paul's 
letters would require an examination of practically the 
whole of each letter because the conviction of the risen 
Lord looms so greatly in Paul's Christian consciousness. 
Therefore, for the purposes of this study, only the more 
definite utterances of Paul will be noted. 

First Thessalonians perhaps Paul's earliest letter, 
has in 1:10 and 4:13-18 references to the resurrection. 
But from what he states in these passases we cannot 
get an answer to the fundamental question as to the 
nature of the resurrection. He asserts that Jesus was 


raised from the dead and seeks to dispose of the 
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Thessalonian's anixieties as to their friends who were 
"asleep." In 1 Thess. 4:13-17 Paul is speaking of his 
belief concerning the resurrection of Christians at the 
parousia and its relation to the rising Jesus. This 
passage has often been advanced by those who believe in 
the physical resurrection arguing that Paul too believe 
in ite Dothay fail to recognize that the apostle was 
speaking of an "ethical resurrection" in which every 
Christian, by the simple act of becoming a Christian, 
dies, rises from the dead, puts on the spiritual life 

and its body. "By faith this experience becomes his here 
and now, and it is this resurrection through faith, through 
which every believer has already passed, which is meant 
in the majority of Paul's allusions to the subject." 
Typical is Col. 3:1, "If ye then were raised with Christ, 
seek the things that are above,” or Rom. 6:4, "like as 
Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the 
father, so we also might walk in newness of life." "This 
ethical resurrection is the real, vital experience of 
‘which the literal resurrection at the parousia of which 
Paul is speaking here, is only the outward objective 
Ba, Rie she Thus, Paul's interest is not primarily 
in eschatology, but in spiritual redemption. What his 
whole being cries out for, and finds in the gospel of 


Jesus, is not the reshaping of environment-body, world, 


1. Bowen: p. 125. 
gz Ibid: Be 125. 
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conditions of life--but the reshaping and revitalizing 

of his own moral personality. His need is for the at- 

tainment of a new principle of life, which should free 

him at once from every claim and consequence of the old 
order of life which is God's blessed and blessing will 

for his children. 

Galations 2:19-21 is also a clear expression of what 
Professor Bowen calls "the ethical resurrection." In 
the Messiah "through the law I died to the law that I 
might live for God; I have been crucified with Christ, 
and it is no longer I who live, Christ lives in me; the 
life I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son 
of God who loved me and gave himself up for me. I do 
not annul God's grace; but if righteousness comes by way 
of the law, then indeed Christ's death was useless." 
"Paul believes that Jesus rose that he might return in 
power to set up the kingdom and call all believers to 
resurrection; but he believes further--and here lies 
his chief concern--that Jesus rose that in him all be- 
lievers might rise to the freedom of the life of sonship. 
The believer shares the death of Messiah, and is so 
freed from law, sin, and further death; his continued 
life is really the life of heavenly man, the son of 
God, in him." In brief, it is resurrection to right- 


eousness that Paul here has in mind. 


1. Moffatt Translation. 


2. Bowen: p. 139. 
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It is of this ethical resurrection that Paul is 
speaking of in Rom. 1:4, and, in fact, throughout the 
whole letter. This is equally true of his reference 
to the subject in the epistles to the Colossians and 
second Corinthians and ehbit Stand. - We may just as 
well therefore, end the study of Paul's testimony to 
the resurrection and turn our search light to the other 


evidences available. The gospel according to Mark will 


be our next subject of inauiry. 


1. See Bowen, Chepter 4. 


Ne 


THE MARCAN NARRATIVE. 

Of the four Gospels, Mark is considered to be the 
oldest record; but even this Gospel was written long 
after the first Pauline epistles were written. Many 
scholars like Allen, Rawlinson, Bartlet, and Stanton 
date the Gospel sometime before the fall of Jerusalem 
in 70 A.D. Bacon and J. Weiss date it after 70 A.D. 
on the ground that the references to wars and rumors 
of wars in Chapter 13 are to the clash between the 
Romans and the Jews. In any case, the use made of 
Mark by Matthew, Luke, and the author of the fourth 
Gospel points conclusively to the fact that it must 
have been written before 80 aa Many scholars also 
hold that the evangelist Mark was the same man who 
started out with Paul on his first missionary journey, 
as recorded in mentioned in the Acts, then, we also 
know that Paul and he parted because of an estrange- 
ment over Barnabas just before the beginning of the 
second missionary journey. 

The resurreGtion narrative in Mark is chapter 
15:42 ff. For convenience of discussion, we will di- 
vide it into six sections--(1) the burial; (2) the 
visit of the women to the tomb; (3) what the women 


saw there; (4) the message of the young man at the 


1. Prof. J. N. Davies. The Abingdon Bible Commentary, p.996 
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tomb; (5) the conduct of the women; (6) the appear- 
ance of the risen Lord. 

The account of the burial in Mark is found in 
15:42-47. Marratives which betray direct literary 
dependence on this account are found in Matthew 27: 
57-61 and Luke 23:50-56. It reads thus: 

"And when even was now come, because it was the 
Preparation, that is, the day before the sabbath, 
there came Joseph of Arimathaea, a councillor of hon- 
orable estate, who also himself was looking for the 
kingdom of God; and he boldly went in unto Pilate, and 
asked for the body of Jesus. And Pilate marvelled if 
he were already dead; and calling unto him the centu- 
rion he asked him whether he had been any while dead. 
And when he learned it of the centurion, he granted 
the corpse to Joseph. And he bought a linen cloth, 
and taking him down, wound him in the linen cloth, and 
laid him in a tomb which he had hewn out of a rock; and 
he rolled a stone against the door of the tomb. And 
Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother Jesus beheld where 
he was laid." 

Thus, it is to observed that in this account of 
Mark, there are at least three points on which it is 
not explicit, namely, (a) the motive of Joseph of 
Arimathea, (b) the character and the position of the 
grave; and (c) the position of the women. However in 
Matthew's answer to the first point is that Joseph 


was a rich disciple; to the second, that it was a new 


As 
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4 
tomb which belonged to Joseph; and to the third, that 
the woman sat opposite the grave and watched him. 
Matthew omits the fact that Joseph was a member of the 
Sanhedrin and says nothing about Pilate's hesitation. 
Luke's answer is somewhat different. He states 
that Joseph was a good and righteous man who although 
a member of the Sanhedrin, had not agreed with his col- 
leagues, and took this method of showing his sympathy 
with a wrongfully convicted man. Sympathy, rather than 
discipleship is the explanation of his conduct. So far 
as the tomb is concerned, Luke also emphasizes the fact 
that it was a new tomb. But whether the difference in 
the tomb was such as suggested by Professor Lake, it 
is difficult to say. : However, Professor Lake's sug- 
gestion is plausible. The position of the women Luke 
defines in the same spirit as Matthew, but their names 
are omitted. Like Matthew, Luke omits the fact of 
Pilate's hesitation, but perserves the mention of Joseph's 
membership of the Sanhedrin. On the other hand, he omits 
the closing of the tomb by rolling a stone before its en- 
trance. Although it seems that the differences just con- 
sidered is the result of an attempted interpretation of 
the Marcan tradition, others might ascribe it to the 
knowledge of a superior tradition. Which of the views 
one might wish to advocate, for our purpose it is im- 


portant to notice that differences do exist. 


1. Lake: p. 49. 
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The account of the visit to the tomb is preserved 
in 16:1-5. Directly dependent accounts are found: in 
Matthew 28:1 and Luke 24:1-2. Mark describes the visit 
thus: 

"And when the sabbath was past, Mary Magdalene, and 
Mary the mother of James, and Salome, bought spices, 
that they might come and anoint him. And very early on 
. the first day of the week, they came to the tomb when 
the sun was risen. And they were saying among themselves 
who shall roll us away the stone from the door of the 
tomb? And looking up, they see that the stone is rolled 
back; for it was exceedingly great. And entering into 
the tomb, they saw a yound man sitting on the right side 
arrayed in a white robe; and they were amazed." 

This account is simple and requires no comment or 
further elucidation. 

According to the Matthean account, thé time of the 
visit of the women to the tomb is late on the sabbath 
day, as it began to dawn toward the first day of the 
week (the time about sunset according to Jewish divi- 
sion of the day. ). As an explanation to the question, 
'who rolled the stone away,' Matthew declares that "there 
was an earthquake for an angel of the Lord descended 
from heaven and came and rolled away the stone and sat 
upon it. This is generally considered to be part of the 


non-Marcan tradition used by Matthew inserted to give an 


1. Ency. Biblica: Col. 4041 (d). 
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answer suggested by the account of Mark. 

On the other hand, Luke states that the visit was 
made on the first day of the week at early dawn and 
hence, agrees with Mark. Luke does not amplify as 
Matthew did the point which Mark left open. 

One other point remains to be considered in con- 
nection with Matthew. Why is the account shortened 
by the omission of the women's purpose to amoint the 
body, or rather by a substitution of a desire to see 
the grave? The most plausible answer seem to be the 
one adopted by many scholars that since Matthew had 
adopted a tradition of a guard at the tomb, the sug- 
gestion that they came to snoint the body contained 
in Mark and Luke became impossible. dJurthermore ac- 
cording to Professor Lake, Matthew's assumption is that 
Joseph had rendered all the last kindness to the Lord's 
body at the time he was buried. 

What did the women see at the tomb? This account 
is found in Mark 16:5. Dependent accounts are found 
in Matthew 28:2-5, and in Luke 24:3-5. Mark reads as 
follows: 

"And entering into the tomb, they saw a young 
man sitting on the right side, arrayed in a white robe; 
and they were amazed." 

The women entered the tomb, and they saw a young 
man sitting on the right side. They were amazed. But 


Matthew tells us that the women saw an Angel. Luke 
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says that they saw two men in dazzling apparel. All 
three accounts give us the impression that all of them 
were angels inspite of Professor Lake's insistence that 
the young man in Mark was a man and not an angel. Ac- 
cording to Mark this angel sat on the right side in the 
grave; Matthew states the angel sat on the stone out- 
side the grave; while Luke declares that two men'appeared' 
or stood by them while the women were in perplexity after 
seeing the empty tomb. 

What did the angel or angels say to the women in 
amazement? This message is found in Mark 16:6-7; Matthew 
2£8:5-7, and Luke 24:5-7. Mark's account reads: 

"And he saith unto them, Be not amazed: ye seek 
Jesus the Nazarene who hath been crucified; he is risen; 
he is not here. Behold, the place where they laid him: 
But go, tell his disciples and Peter, He goeth before 
you into Galilee: there shall ye see him, as he said 
unto you.” 

| The explanation given to the women by the angel is 
in complete accord in all three gospels, but the dis- 
crepancies in the instructions given are among the most 
violent. In Mark, the injunction is 'Go, tell his dis- 
ciples and Peter;' in Matthew, 'go quickly and tell his 
disciples.’ Both agree in the statement that Jesus 
"soeth before you into Galilee and there shall ye see 


him. On the other hand in Luke what we read is this; 


1. Professor Schmiedel, Art. Resurrection and Ascension 


Narratives Ency. Biblica. Col. 4042. 
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"remember how he spake before of his death and re- 
Surrection while he was yet in Galilee, saying that the 
Son of man must be delivered up into the hands of sin- 
ful men, and be crucified, and the third day, rise 
again.' Here, still the word Galilee, but the whole 
sense is quite different from that of Mark and Matthew. 

Tt might be well to digress a moment to consider 
briefly the textual side of Mark 16:7. There seems to 
be a contradiction of verse 7 with Mark 14:50 inas- 
much as the latter supposes that the disciples had 
fled immediately after the arrest to Galilee except 
Peter; whereas, the former (v. 7) would imply that they 
are still near Jerusalem, and that the women are to tell 
them to proceed at once to Galilee. In this connection 
Montefiore states that verse 7 is meant to account for 
the fact that the first appearance of the risen Lord 
took place in Galilee, wed perhaps, also to ae ORAT for 
the flight of the apostles and to justify it. Pro- 
fessor Lake suggests that the true explanation of verse 
” by which we can maintein its consistency with 14:50 
and yet explain that verse as implying that the dis- 
ciples had already scattered to Galilee is that the 
meaning of he goes before you into Galilee is he will 
be in Galilee before you." 

Our knowledge of what the women did after receiv- 


ing the message of the young man is sadly limited by 


1. Montefiore: Synoptic Gospels: Vol. 1. p. 40%. 
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the abrupt conclusion of Mark, All we have which 

quite certainly belongs to the original document is 
contained in 16:8. The remainder of Mark is obvious- 
ly a later edition that it is unreliable. When we com- 
pare 16:8 with the narratives in Matthew 28:8 and Luke 
24:9, the discrepancies are great. Mark reads as follows: 

"And they went out, and Cieh Sane the tomb for trem- 
bling and astonishment had come upon them, and they said 
nothing to any one for they were afraid." 

If Mark is right, and if the women did not obey the 
orders because they were afraid, the question naturally 
arises, "How did it become known?" Did they go with the 
disciples to Galilee and tell them there either before 
or after the visions of the risen Jesus had Seeuureee 
We cannot know. In this regard, Montefiore declares 
that “the occurrence at the tomb filled them with awe 
and fear is reasonable enough; but that when they joined 
their friends they still said nothing seems most pecul- 
iar. The trembling and bewilderment az8 psychologically 
inadequate as reasons for the silence.” 

According to Matthew, the women departed quickly 
from the tomb with fear and great joy and ran to bring 
his disciples word; while according to Luke, the women 
report their discovery to the eleven and to all the rest 
in Jerusalem. 


How do we account for the discrepancy? Montefiore's 


1. Montefiore: Vol. 1. p. 404. 
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suggestion is very good and although the whole question 
of the empty tomb will be re-considered later, it might 
be well to introduce this suggestion for the reader's 
consideration. He says that "the faith in the risen 
Messiah owes nothing to the discovery of the empty tomb. 
No story of the empty tomb had reached the apostles when 
that faith was born within them. The empty tomb story 
grew up afterwards. Hence it had to be explained why 
the women kept silence; this is done as well as might 
be. When the story of the empty tomb became current 
and accepted, the need was no longer felt for the si- 
lence of the women. Its probability, on the contrary, 
became felt. Hence the change in Watthew and ne 
Although the loss of the original ending of Mark 
places us in a very difficult position, Professors 
ake: and Seniieden and others agree that had the 
original ending existed it would have concluded with 
an account of the risen Lord to the disciples in Galilee. 
This view I share. There are some ayucheies who hold 
the view that the disappearance of the original end- 
ing was not accidental, since a merely accidental la- 
cuna would have been quickly remedied. The aseepEerr= 


ance of the original ending of forms part of the 


1. Montefiore: Vol. 1. p. 404. 


2. hake: p. 73 ff. 
3. Schmiedel Art. Gospel and Resurrection. (Ency. Bibl.) 


4. Bacon, for instance, see Montefiore, Vol. 1. 408. 
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protracted story of adjustment between two conflict- 
ing streams of tradition both of which Mark had at- 
tempted to combine. The disruptive force came from 
Within and the vain attempt to harmonize these two 
traditions led to the deliberate suppression of the 
original Marcan ending because it contradicted the 
Lucan version of the resurrection appearances. Al- 
though I am not in a position to subscribe to such a 
view, with Lake, Schmiedel, Streeter and others it is 
to be held that the author of the Gospel cannot have 
originally meant to end it without the account of the 
appearances to the disciples in Galilee which is twice 
prophesied in the text (Mark 14:28; 16:7). 

According to Matthew, the appearance is in Galilee, 
although some scholars disagree with this position 
stating that Matthew 28:9 is evidence for the appear- 
ance in Jerusalem. However, since it is now generally 
agreed that Matthew 28:9 is a doublet to 28:5-7 the 
position that it points to a Jerusalem appearance is 
untenable. 

According to Luke, the risen Lord made his appear- 
ance in Jerusalem. But in the light of what has been 


already stated, this must be considered a later tra- 


Gition. 


1. See Montefiore: Vol. 2. p. 335 
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THE NON=MARCAN NARRATIVES 
iN MATTHEW and LUKE. 


Our examination of evidences contained in the 
three Synoptic Gospels reveals that the editors of 
Matthew and Luke have used other traditions and doc- 
ument in addition to the original Mark. Although it 
has not been noted in the discussion so far, Matthew 
27:52 dealing with the resurrection of the saints is 
exclusively Matthean. Besides this, it might be pointed 
out that tie watch at the grave, Matthew 27:62-66; the 
great angel at the tomb, Matthew 28:2ff.; the appear- 
ance of the risen Lord to the women, Matthew 28:8; the 
appearance to the eleven disciples in Galilée, Matthew 
28:16-20, are peculiar to Matthew. The report of the 
watch contained in aatiner 2£8:11-15 is also Matthean. 
But it is held by many good authorities that this par- 
ticular passage is unhistorical, and that it is the 
sequel of Matthew 27:62-66 and no doubt from the same 
airi0! For the purposes of our study, we must con- 
cern ourselves with some of the textual problems which 


2 
these passages raise. 


Up to the experience of the women at the tomb Luke 


1. Allen, Gilbert, Lake, Montefiore are some who hold 
this view. 


2. Lake: Chap. 3. 


a) 1 TASTER AOA WOR an 
reas ine werende mt 


oiG &! lectetees soomebive to mottantmaxe <cy0 
se @rovioe edd tad? eleover aieqaod pitqoirge | 
—o6f S28 utohtibatt cedto Seay evant oved Soe wetotell 
"SE WeeONPEh seal tentatro ett of mottinbs nt item! 
“Wet? tat , ret os motsewoath ef? nt boton aeed ton aed 9 
Bf strias edt te noticetisaet edd rtiw-antiseb S6:9S 
)belntog of tite #% .sidd eeStesh ~osedsiet ‘foviesfans 
: aut jee—sd7VS Wedsinm ,evers 64% Ja dotew ade vault bao. 


=—Tesqie edf ;.333:638 weidiek .dmot siti ta fears 286° 


i ‘ont -2:82 wacdten .Hetaw ed¢ of teed wéate e437. To sone’ 
; “weltisn oat Cie wt nebebevite savers asi oF done 
“HE? te Ttoget 6d? .warltsa! of tailioeq ox4 ,OSs8L28 S - 
- smeeaited Safa at Sf-£1:9% weittet ai bentataos aetow 
ie SESt feAY sobeinxedtas 500q cram Ud died wkott ta 
oss et Si Mad? bus ,feetsoseldnn et essanag refeois 
Shae ert mott.tdeoh om bum 43-$3:7S wedSeel. to Senate 
afeo doom s¥ -Uhore tre to” Zesortng of? 10% yes: 
iotiw snalicsq Lagtreey eft to ence dtiw sovieatue axee 
et per pee Beasesed seontt 

S422 divot on} do nevew edt 20 sonehreqxe ef? of ge 7 


Bites wit onus of eToleteoM ,etet teed lie, aekoN me 


£7 


definitely follows Mark. After that point, however, 
either the changes introduced into the Marcan narrative 
are so great that either literary dependence no longer 
can be proved or a new tradition is being een. 
But pike thinks Luke followed Mark up to Luke 24; 
10a; while Montefiore thinks Luke broke off at Luke 
24:7. The theory of Montefiore seems to be the better. 
He states that Luke changes at verse 7 because his theory 
is that the disciples did not return to Galilee, but 
remained in the capital and there saw the risen caine 

The conduct of the women and of the disciples in 
Luke 24:8-11, as already noted, also is different from 
that in Mark. In the former case, the women delivered 
the message to the disciples in Jerusalem, but in latter 
the women did not. That verse 12 which follows is an 
interpolation attempting to harmonige Luke's narrative 
with John 20:6 is generally admitted. The interpola- 
tion is an answer to the question: why did none of the 
apostles go and see for themselves instead of disbeliev- 
ing? The reply would be, well, Peter did. Later, how- 
ever, (in Luke 24:24) we are told that several of the 
disciples went to see the tomb. 

The appearance on the road to Emmaus is also pecul- 


iar to Luke (24:13-35). All sorts of theories have been 


D.. DAO + onsen Bl. 
2. Streeter: Four Gospels p. 216-17. 
3. Montefiore: Vol. &. p. 633. 
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Suggested about it from the most believing to the most 
critical a it is difficult decide which one of them 
is correct. The interpretation of the story gives 
rise to three main difficulties: the locality of 
Emmaus, the names of the disciples, and the reference 
to an appearance to Simon. The difficulties need 

not be considered for it has no immediate bearing upon 
the establishment of our thesis. 

The appearance of the Lord to His disciples in 
Jerusalem (Luke 24:36-43) and His speech (Iuke 24:44- 
49) are also peculiar to Luke. But since there are no 
difficulties of interpretation as they stand, it might 
Simply be noted that the account reveals a very clear 
statement of the material character of the body of the 
risen Lord and its identity with the crucified body. 
This is the point which many of the more conservative 
brethren emphasize, in addition to a peculiar interpre- 
tation as to the nature of the appearances to Paul. 

The speech recognizes Jerusalem as the center of 
Christian Gommunity and the Lord gives a commission to 
preach to all nations 'in the name of Christ," and also 


a command to remain in Jerusalem until they receive 


1. Moffatt considers that the Emmaus-tale was taken 
from a separate source (oral perhaps) Welhausen thinks 
that V. 22-24 are a later interpolation. Weiss would 
only extise V. 24. lLoisy would keep the whole. 


2. See Lake: p. 99 for on adequate discussion. 
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power from on high. 

Finally, the ascension narrative is Lucan (24:50- 
53). It will be considered in connection with the 
study of the evidences in Acts because here is a most 
striking case of contradiction. 

Thus, we may summarize, the narrative in Luke after 
it diverges from Mark is concerned primarily with Jeru- 
salem and with the events of the third day after the 
crucifixion up to the time of ascension. The suggestion 
that the writer broke off from Mark at the point he did 
in order to advocate the Jerusalem tradition has much 


weight and should not be taken too lightly. 
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THE ACTS. 


The Acts, like Luke probably is a composite work, 
compiled as is stated in the preface to the narrative 
from various sources of information. For the present 
study, it is unnecessary to do more in the distinction 
of sources than to recognize the probability that there 
are two main divisions. In the first place, in the 
opening chapters of the Acts, which record the history 
of the church at Jerusalem, there is a narrative closely 
connected with the so-called Jerusalem tradition in the 
gospel, and in the second place, the latter half of Acts 
is connected with Paul and his missionary journeys, and 
at least partly based on a "travel document representing 
Luke's own experiences as a companion of Paul. 

Naturally in neither part of these divisions is there 
an actual narrative of the resurrection; but in the for- 
mer there is an account of the last appearances and as- 
cension of the Lord; and either in or connected with 
the second part are accounts of appearances of the Lord 
to Stephen and to Paul. 

We shall first consider the ascension narrative. 

In connection with the end of Luke come the opening 
paragraphs of the Acts (1:1-14). According to the gos- 
pel of Luke, the Ascension took place on the very day 
of the resurrection. But according to the Acts, it 


took place forty days after resurrection. Although 


o 
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there are other difficulties which arise when the 

Acts is compared with Luke, the one just noted is the 
most serious. If these accounts are historical facts, 
how can the two contradictory stories be reconciled? 

Iwo explanations are possible. First, the words 'Forty 
days' in Acts may be an interpolation in the text. How- 
ever, this suggestion is rejected by some for two reasons. 
It in argued that it is improbable that so direct a con- 
tradiction could have existed between Luke and Acts; and 
the other reason is that the evidence of the Epistle of 
Barnabas, and of the old Syriac Calender regards the as- 
cension as having taken place on a Sunday where as the 
fortieth day after Resurrection must have been a Thurs- 
day. 

The second suggestion offered in trying to explain 
this contradiction is that in the interval between writ- 
ing the gospel and the Acts, Luke became acquainted with 
a more detailed tradition. This appears to be the more 
probable view. If so, the question which naturally 
arises is this: Did Iuke obtain this tradition from 
a written source? Such a question is difficult to an- 
swer, for the only evidence thet we now possess is that 
of style. If we accept the view that the 'we' section 
in Acts were written by Luke, we have in them some fair 
indication of his style, and it is possible to trace 


the alterations made by him in his use of Mark. Now, 


1. bake: .p. 113. 


ot 


+ 

: 

} 

i 
~ 
4‘ 

. 
: 


54 


if one goes through the last verses of Luke and com- 
pare them with we--sections, he will discover that 

the similarity in style is very great. This points 
strongly to the conclusion that Luke is not using a 
written Greek source. Possibly he used an Aramaic 
source; but if he did the discrepancy between the Acts 
and Luke concerning the Ascension could scarcely be 

so wide. Consequently, it is to be agreed with Pro- 
fessor Lake and others that Luke used an oral tradi- 
tion rather than a written Aramaic source. 

The fourth Gospel gives us very little light as 
to the time of the Lord's Ascension. When He first 
appeared to Mary Magdalene the ascension had not yet 
taken place for it is stated thus: 

"Jesus saith to her, Touch me not; for I am not 
ascended to the Father.” (Jn. 20:17) 

But when He later appeared to his disciples in 
their chamber the ascension had already taken place 
for He said: 

"Peace be with you. As the father sent me forth, 
I am sending you forth." (dn. 20:21) 

In chapter 5 of the Gospel of Peter the Ascension 
is represented as taking place at the moment of death 
on the Gross. Here again, it is inconsistent with all 
the other ascension narratives which make it extremely 
difficult to draw a satisfactory conclusion. But a 


statement may be made in conclusion that the resurrection 
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. So 
and ascension are a single a Regardless of the 
varying forms of the legend, the original ides was 
doubtless that the risen Lord ascended directly to 
heaven. Any direct proof for this can hardly be ad- 
duced apart from the Gospel of Peter but the proof 
lies in the silence of the greater part of the New 
Testament as to a special act of ascension. Those 
who hold any other view must assume the burden of 


proof. 


A. THE APPEARANCE to STEPHEN and PAUL. 

The account of the appearance to Stephen stands 
in Acts 7:55-59. It differs from the previous ones 
in Luke, Matthew and Acts, which we have considered 
hitherto. It also differs from that contained in the 
fourth Gospel; the Gospel of Peter and the Gospel ac- 
cording to the Hebrews which will be considered later. 
The appearance represents a vision of heaven rather 
than an appearance on earth, for it is written that 

"He, full of the Holy Spirit, gazed up at heaven 
and saw the glory of God and Jesus standing at God's 
right hand. 'Look,' he (Stephen) said, 'I see heaven 
open and the Son of ma standing at God's right handi'" 

The appearance of the risen Lord to Paul to which 


he alludes in first Corinthians Chapter 15 is given in 


1. Montefiore: Vol. 2. p. 644. Also, Sehmiedel, Ency. 


Biblica, Col. 4060. 
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three places in the Acts. (1) Acts 9:1-9, in the 
story of the conversion of Paul; (2) in 22:6-10 
Paul's defence before the Jews in Jerusalem and (3) 
in £6:1£-18, Paul's defence before Herod Agrippa. 

If one reads these separate accounts, he will rec- 
ognize that in each of these cases, the same event is 
being described with a considerable variancé in de- 
tails. However, the important thing to notice in these 
account is that Luke tells us that the risen Lord ap- 
peared and spoke to Paul. Furthermore we must not 
fail to observe that Luke's account here excludes an 
appearance of a material nature. Professor Milligan 
disagrees with this, but the case, he tries to make 
is very Sei It is not even stated that Paul's con- 
viction that he was speaking to Jesus was based on 
Sight. At this point lies the main difference be- 
tween the appearance to Stephen and Paul and the ap- 
pearances narrated in Luke and the other nerratives. 
For instance according to Luke the earlier appear- 
ances were those of a person with a body of flesh 

and blood, while the later ones were of an immaterial 
nature. Thus, Luke contradicts himself as he does in 
the case of the Ascension narratives, for it appears 
that he regarded the appearance of the Christ up to 


the Ascension as physical and from then on, immaterial. 


1. Milligan: The Resur. of Our Lord. Lectures 1 and &. 
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THE RESURRECTION NARRATIVE 
IN THE FOURTH GOSPEL. 


The resurrection account in the fourth Gospel 
has been reserved for a separate consideration be- 
cause unlike the Synoptics, this gospel is not con- 
sidered to be a historical narrative. It's origin 
is still a problem remaining unsolved. At one ex- 
treme is the traditional view that the beloved dis- 
ciple who wrote it is John the son of Zebedee. At 
the other extreme is the view that the beloved dis- 
ciple is an ideal Fe Both of these views raise 
serious ee The theory now favored by 
many is that which finds the beloved disciple as a 
young Jerusalemite of good family, possibly with 
priestly convictions, not one of the twelve, but a 
supernumeray, whom Jesus admitted to peculiar in- 
timacy during the closing period of his re te 
Professor MacGregor, however, thinks that three per- 
sons have played their part in reducing our Gospel 


to its present form of whom the. second is the author 


in the true sense of the word, who has stamped upon 


1. Westcott: Gospel of St. J ohn (p. 5 ff. Introd.) 
2. Bacon: Introd. to the N.T. p. 520,326. 

3. Stanton: Gospel as Historical Docu. p. 134ff. 

4. MacGregor: The Gospel of John.p.(46ff. Introd.) 


Lake. p. 125. 
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the book the marks of his genius and welded it into 
an organic oe The three are (1) the "disciple 
whom Jesus loved', and young Jerusalemite disciple, 
outside the number of the Twelve, but admitted to the 
inner circle during the closing days, (2) the Evange- 
list himself, afterwards John the Elder of Ephesus who 
was a Palestinean Jew; (3) a later redactor. ‘Thus, 
even in regard to the latest theory the opinion is not 
unanimous. | 

If the authorship is still in doubt and if the 
narrative is ara eter test. the question based? What 
is its relation to the Synoptics? Dr. Moffatt remarks 
that it may be taken for granted the fourth Gospel pre- 
supposes the general synoptic tradition. The real 
problem is to determine whether it can be shown to have 
used any or all of the Synoptic bagees 26 He thinks 
that it is based on all three, but depends largely on 
Mark's narrative, and argues that the Fourth evangelist 
diverges from it when he prefers either Matthew or Luke 
or both combined. This narrative also shows a trace of 
some independent serve tte Dr. Streeter states that 


the Gospel of John is dependent on Luke and Mark and not 
4 


so much on Matthew. Dr. Streeter does not think that 


1. MacGregor: The Gospel of John. p. 63. (introd.) 
2. Moffatt. Introd. to the Lit. of N.T. p. 533. 

3. Ibid. p. 546. 

4. Streeter. Four Gospels. p. 424. 
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the Fourth evangelist depends on an independent tra- 
dition besides the Synoptics. 

What sections in the Fourth Gospel are dependent 
on the different Synoptic gospels is difficult to say, 
because the former is an attempt to intrepret the 
Christian faith to the Church of the author's own day. 
As Dr. Streeter remarks, the Fourth gospel is the 
climax reached in the development of theology in the 
New Testament towards the naturalization of Christianity 
in the Hellenic ok. The controversial tone of Jesus' 
discourses are reported by John is intelligible only if 
they are related to the contemporary situation of the 
Church of the author's own day. 

A somewhat peculiar problem is raised by the last 
chapter in the gospel. The book seems to be brought 
to an end by the last verse of chapter 2O. There is 
remarkable symmetry in arrangement up to this point, but 
the last chapter 21 is an appendix and not part of the 
original eee When it comes to the problem of au- 
thorship of this chapter there is no agreement. Who- 
ever the author, it was written by someone who was in- 
-spired by the knowledge of a tradition as to appear- 
ance of the Lord in Galilee. 


If the above views of the Gospel is correct (and it 


1. Ibid. p. 425. 
2. Harnack and Rohrbach hold that it represents the 


lost conclusion of Mark. 
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is here so considered) the resurrection narrative con- 
tained therein is not historically dependable. Be- 
cause of this unreliable character of the Fourth Gospel 
as evidence in connection with our investigation, it 
has been necessary to expose it here at the risk of di- 
gressing from the original theme. With these consid- 
erations in mind, let us briefly analyze the sections 
relevant to our present purpose. 

The burial account is given in John 19:31-42. Ac- 
cording to this, two attempts were made to bury the 
Lord's body. The first was made by the Jews, and pro- 
bably was based on the requirements of the Jewish law. 
This is to be inferred from Deuteronomy 21:22 ff. which 
states thus: 

"And if a man has committed a sin worthy of death 
and he be put to death, and thou hang him on a tree, 
his body shall not remain all night upon the tree, but 
thou shalt surely bury him that day; (for he that is 
hanged is accursed of God,) that thou defile not thy 
land which the Lord thy God giveth thee for an inher- 
itance." 

The second attempt at burial was made by the dis— 
ciples, Joseph of Arimathea and Nicodemus. Here 
another person, Nicodemus is introduced into the scene 
for the first time. Why the two disciples intervened 
is not clearly stated. 


The events at the tomb on the morning of the third 
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day are given in John 20:1-18. This section reveals 
several significant facts. Pirst, it is to be obs» 
served that Peter and the other disciple disbelieved 
in the empty tomb when Mary told them about it. ‘They 
had to see it before being convinced. But even after 
they saw it, they went home without the knowledge of 
the resurrection. Mary too is not aware of the resur- 
rection. Instead, she thought that the body of Jesus 
had been stolen. Secondly, the two angels whom Mary 
Saw delivered no message to her, whereas in all the 
other cases already cited a message was delivered. 
The angels simply asked her why she wept. Thirdly, 
Mary saw a young man whom ultimately she identified 
as Jesus. From what the Lord says to Mary, it is evi- 
dent that the Ascension had not yet taken place. 
Finally, from the position of the angels seen by Mary 
taken in connection with the hints given in verses l, 
5, and 6, the nature of the tomb appears to be different 
from that heretofore described. Professor Lake makes 
a great deal of this particular nic 

The appearance of Jesus to the disciples is re- 
ported in two places, John £0:19-23 and £0:24=29. The 
first was to the disciples in the absence of Thomas, 
on the evening of the third day after the crucifixion, 
and the second appearance was a week later, to the 
disciples including Thomas. In these cases, it is 


implied that the ascension has already taken place, 
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for Thomas is now permitted to touch Him. 

In both of these appearances just mentioned, there 
is a violent contadiction. How any one could insist 
in the bodily nature of the resurrection is difficult ° 
to conceive. On the one hand, the body of the risen 
Lord was flesh and blood and contained marks which were 
recognized as proving its identity with the crucified 
body. On the other hand, the Lord made his appearance 
in each case in a room in which the doors had been 
locked. We must reject either one or the other even 
if we grant that this is an accurate eccount of the re- 
surrection. But more of this*later. 

The appearance of the Lord in Galilee is recorded 
in John 21. Sie stuse of this Chapter has already been 
observed. The first part of the account concerns it- 
self with the appearance of the Lord and the draught of 
fishes; the latter with the so-called restitution of 
Peter. 

Thus, the resurrection account in the Fourth Gospel 
might be summarized in this fashion. When Jesus died 
the Jews prepared to bury him in order to fulfil the 
Deuteronomic law. ‘But Joseph of Arimathea and Nico- 
demus obtained permission from Pilate to bury Jesus. 
The funeral rites were properly performed and the body 
was buried in a tomb. On the morning of the first day 
of the week, Mary Magdalene came to the grave, and find- 


ing it open, thought that the body had been stolen. She 
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reported this to Peter and the other disciple. At 
first the two disbelieved, but when they saw for them- 
Selves the empty tomb, they believed. They went home, 
however, without the knowledge of the resurrection, 

but Mary wept by the tomb. After a while she looked 
and saw sitting by the tomb, two angels. They asked 
why she wept. She turned away without answering. A 
little later she was greeted by the Lord. He entrusted 
her with a message of his resurrection and approaching 
ascension. Later on in the same day, the Lord appeared 
in bodily form to the disciples and gave them the Holy 
spirit. Thomas being absent disbelieved the report, 
but when a week later Jesus appeared again to him and 
the other disciples, he was convinced. 

If we are to take cognizance of the account in 
chapter 21, the disciples returned to Galilee from Jeru- 
salem. In Galilee, the Lord appeared to them on the 
lake in connection with the miraculous draught of fishes 
and the restitution of Peter. 

This whole narrative of the resurrection in the 
Fourth Gospel therefore, is entirely different from 
that of the Synoptics. We observe here an attempt of 
the evangelist to harmonize the Jerusalem and the Gali- 


lean traditions of the appearance of the risen Lord. 
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THE LOST CONCLUSION OF MARK. 


There are two conclusions of Mark which follows 
chapter 16:8. The shorter is only found in a few 
Alexandrian Greek MSS. and in one MS. of the African 
version of the 01d Latin translation. It reads as 
follows: 

"But they briefly reported all that was commanded 
to those in the company of Peter; and after this Jesus 
himself appeared unto them and sent out to them the 
holy and imperishable message of eternal salvation, 
from the east and unto the west." 

Few scholars regard this as ae Professor 
Lake rightly suggests that this short conelusion is 
clearly an addition to the already mutilated gospel 
by someone who noticed the harshness of the conclusion 
(Mk. 16:8), and tried to repudiate the suggestion of 
the silence of the women. For our purpose it has no 
real value. 

The longer conclusion of Mark reads thus: 

"Yow when he was risen early the first of the week, 
he appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom he 
hed cast seven devils. She went and told them that 
had been with him, as they mourned and wept. And they, 


when they heard that he was alive and had been seen of 


1. Cf. Professors Schmiedel: Ency. Biblica Col. 1880; 


Lake p. 121. Montefiore. Vol. 1. p. 409. 
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her disbelieved. And after this he wes manifested 
in another form unto two of them, as they walked and 
went into the country. And they went and told it un- 
to the rest; neither believed they them. And after- 
ward he was manifested unto the eleven themselves as 
they sat at meat, and upbraided them with their un- 
belief and hardness of heart, because they believed 
not them which had seen him after he was risen. And 
he said unto them,"Go ye into all the world, and preach 
the gospel to every creature. He that believeth and 
is baptized shall be saved; but he that disbelieveth 
shall be damned. And these signs shall follow them 
that believe: in my name shall they cast out devils, 
they shall speak with Tongues: they shall take up 
serpents; and if they drink any deadly thing, it shall 
not hurt them; they shall lay hands on the sick, and 
they shall recover. So then the Lord, after he had 
spoken unto them was received up into heaven, and sat 
on the right hand of God. And they went forth, and 
preached everywhere, the Lord working with them, and 
confirming the word with signs following." 

Many interesting theories have been suggested. 
That of Harnack and Rohrbach is of great interes . 
Harnack and Rohrbach suppose that the lost conclusion 
was what lay at the foundation of the Gospel of Peter 
and Jn. 21. "What is said, they think, was to the 


effect that as the women said nothing about what had 
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occurred at the sepulchre (168) the disciples went to 
Galilee, not at the command of Jesus but (as in the 
Gospel of Peter) of their own motion and in deep de- 
pression. Here Jesus appeared to a group of them by 
the lake as they were fishing (so far the Gospel of 
Peter) and rehabilated Peter who had been overwhelmed 
with a sense of his guilt in denying Jesus (Cp. Jn. 
21:15-17). The saying of Jesus, on the other hand, 
about the beloved disciple (20-24) is an addition of 
the author of John 2;. Apart from that saying, Jn. 
21 describes the first appearance of the risen Jesus, 
which is given as the Third appearance (21:14) only 
in order to bring Lk. and Jn. into agreement. Rohrbach 
seeks to discover in the geniune in the conclusion of 
Mk. also an appearance of Jesus to the eleven. 

Of such hypotheses we may admit everything that 
can be based upon Mk. 16. According to view of the 
author, it was the divine will that the disciples and 
Peter should go to Galilee and there see the risen 
Jesus. Beyond this we cannot g0. 

The passage, Mark 16:9-20, however, is certainly 
unauthentic. It is wanting in some of the best MSS. 
It is wanting in S.S. It is a compilation unlike Mark 
in es and vocabulary. It contradicts implicitly, if 


not explicitly what Mark had said as to the scene of the 


1. Montefiore, Vol. I. p. 409. Others already cited 


hold same view. 
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apparitions being Galilee. It presupposes Matthew, 
Luke and John. It has allusions to them all, and also 
to Acts. Dr. Streeter says that ‘the author of the 
Gospel cannot have originally meant to end it without 
the account of the appearance to the Apostles in Ga- 
lilee which is twice prophesied in the text (Mark 14: 
SO D62%het" 

It might be well to indicate that the appearance 
mentioned in 16:9-11 depends on John 20. It has also 
a few touches from Iuke 24. The 'appearance' to the 
two men in verses 12, 13 depends on the Emmaus story 
in Luke 24. The final appearance depends partly on 
luke 24:42-43, and partly on passages in Acts. The 
words which Jesus speaks also contain many echoes. 
For instance, verse 15 seem to depend on Matthew 28: 
19, while verse 16 might be compared with Acts 16:31 
and John 3:18. Other similarities could be cited, if 
necessary, but these are sufficient to prove that the 
writer was not basing the narrative on any other in- 
dependent source. Consequently, this longer conclusion 


is no more valuable than the shorter. 


1. Montefiore, Vol. I. p. 409-10. 
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GOSPEL OF PETER. 


From the study of the gospel accounts thus fer 
considered, we shall now direct our attention to some 
of the apocryphal narratives. Since the majority of 
these narratives are unhistorical, it is unnecessary 
to consider all of them here. There are two which 
have somewhat higher claims; the Gospel of Peter and 
The Gospel according to the Hebrews. 

Without pausing to consider the interesting his- 
tory along with its historicity, we shall first con- 
sider the Gospel of rT eee According to the ressur- 
rection narrative contained in chapter two of this 
| gospel, dvoseph of Arimathea who buried the body of 
Jesus is spoken of as a’ friend (not a disciple) of 
the Lord and of Pilate. Here also is to be found a 
trace of the tradition mentioned by the fourth evan- 
gelist that the Jews would have buried Jesus if no 


one else did. It is stated that when Pilate went to 
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ask for the body of Jesus, Herod said, "Brother Pilate, 


even if no man had begged him, we should bury him in- 
asmuch as the sabbath draweth on; for it is written 

in the Law that the sun set not on one that hath died 
by violence." The reference to the Deuteronomic law 


implied in John is here explicit. On this account, 


1. Professor Swete: Gospel of Peter. 
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it has been declared that by some scholars that this 
implies knowledge of the Fourth Gospel, there is no 
proof whether or not this is so. One can merely con- 
jecture. | 

In chapter 5 as has been indicated previously, 
the Ascension is represented as taking place at the 
moment of death upon the Cross. If the resurrection 
of the body is to be upheld in the light of this ac- 
count the power must have later descended to raise 
the dead body? Furthermore, if the resurrection and 
ascension are a single act, as undoubtedly they are, 
it is difficult to conceive of a bodily resurrection 
following the Ascension. But it appears that the 
Docetic mind operated in such a way twat they got 
around this difficulty by distinguishing Christ from 
Jesus. Their interpretation was that at the moment 
of death Christ lett the human Jesus and ascended to 
heaven. Power later descended end raised the dead 
body of Jesus. 

In Chapters 7 and 12, the conduct of the disciples 
is described. It reads in part: 

"And I with my fellows was in sorrow, and being 
wounded at heart, we hid ourselves, for we were sought 
for by them as malefactors and as minded to burn the 
temple----." They "sat mourning and weeping night and 
day until the Sabbath." And "on the last day of the 
unleavened bread many went out of the city" and returned 


to their homes in sorrow. ‘hen Peter and Andrew took 
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out their nets and went to the sea (Galilee). ‘There 
is no suggestion that they had seen the Lord near 
Jerusalem. As to the exact date of the departure 
from Jerusalem, one could merely make conjectures. 
Whether the disciples returned a week after the cru- 
eifixion which was the last day of unleavened bread 
or right after the sabbath was over is uncertain. 
Professor Swete in his edition of the Gospel of Peter 
takes the former position while Professor Lake ad- 
heres to the teh test 

The story of the guard at the tomb found in chap- 
ters 8-10 resembles that in ilatthew, though there ere 
noticeable differences. In this respect, the most 
probable view is that Peter either used Matthew or 
that Matthew and Peter represent two divergent forms 
of the same tradition. ‘he latter appears to be more 
likely, and as it has been earlier remarked this nar- 
rative is found no where else, we must rest our case 
with the one thst seems the better. 

The narrative in Chapter 11 apparently takes up 
the thread of the Warcen account. Though much freedom 
has been used by Peter, the agreement is so close that 
it is obvious that the writer is using Mark. The fol- 
lowing points ere worth noticing: (a) Unlike Matthew, 
he does not identify the young man of Mark with the 
angel who descended at the time the stone was rolled 


away. (b) The women's object in coming to the tomb 
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is changed from the anointing of the body into a de- 
sire to place at the tomb the spices which would have 
been thus used under other circumstances. (c) The 
message of the yound ee is rewritten. The main point 
of the difference is that the stetement "He is risen 
and gone away when he was sent" takes the place of the 
Marcan "He goes before you into Galilee. (d) Peter 
omits the definite statement that the women did not say 
anything to anyone about their experience, but surely 
implies it in the sorrow attributed to the disciples in 
Chapter 12. 

Finally, where the manus cript of Peter breaks off, 
it is clearly leading up to an account of an appearance 
of the Lord in Galilee. Professor Lake's suggestion at 
this point is that Peter used the lost conclusion of 
Mark. This again is nothing but a conjecture, there 
being no proof. Because the greater part of the Gospel 
of Peter is legendary in character, we cannot rely upon 
anything we find in it just because it is found there. 
If we claim a historical basis for this narrative, then 
we must be prepared to account for the irreconcilable 


contradiction contained herein with the other similar — 


narratives. 
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THE GOSPEL ACCORDING T0 THE HEBREWS. 


The history of this document is one of the most 
perplexing and most frequently discussed problems in 
the whole of early Christian literature. It is so 
complicated and since its value as a historical do- 
cument is in doubt we shall not pause to examine it 
in detail. We have only two extant fragments of this 
gospel which refer to the resurrection, both quoted 
by Jerome, who made Greek and Latin translations. 
Whether the original from which these translations 
were made was written in Aramaic is still in doubt. 
Professor Lake doubts it very much. The two fragments 
are brief and they read thus: 

(a) "But the Lord, when he had given the linen 
sheet to a servant of the Priest, went to James and 
appeared to him, for James had sworn that he would 
not eat bread from that hour in which he had drunk to 
cup of the Lord until he saw him rising from those that 
slept---. The Lord said, "Bring ye a table and bread" 
----., He took bread and blessed and brake, and gave to 
James the Just, and said to him, "My brother, eat thy 
pread, for the Son of Men has risen from that sleep." 
(De Vir. i211. 2). 

(b) "Touch me and see that I am not a incorporeal 


spirit;" and immediately they touched him and believed. 
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poe Vir. Tit. 16). 

The story is to begin with, untrustworth, be- 
cause according to the canonical gospels, James was 
not present at all at the last supper of doiaeg 
This gospel also contradicts the canonicel gospels 
when it represents Jesus as giving his only linen 
garment to the servant of the Priest. This, apart 
from the account in the Gospel of Peter that the re- 
surrection of Jesus had occurred before the very eyes 
of the Roman and Jewish watchers, is the only appear- 
ance, anywhere recorded, of Jesus to a non-believer. 
If it were historical, indeed it is very peculiar that 
neither the evanglists nor Paul mention it. It sup- 
ports the Synoptics only in so far as it ascribes a 
bodily form to the risen Lord. It agrees with Paul as 


regards an appearance to James, but disagrees with him 


when it speaks of the appearance as bodily. 


1. Schmiedel: Ency. Biblica. Col. 4045. 


De 


THE RESULTS OF OUR ANALYSIS. 


Thus, our analysis of the most important evi- 
dences available reveals numerous and most start- 
ling discrepancies--discrepancies which are irrecon- 
cilable if the stories are to be taken literally. 

As Professor Schmiedel rightly remarks, that one 
and the same event should be to some extent differently 
described even by ejeiwiersee is intelligible enough. 
We are familiar with the many conflicting testimonies 
given by eye-witnesses relating the same incident at 
the trial in a modern court room, even after allowing 
for the deliberately suppressed testimonies. Hye- 
witnesses of an automobile accident do not always 
agree when questioned concerning the details. Because 
of this reason, Seadde: no serious importance ought, 
for example, to be given to the circumstance that the 
words in which the disciples are bidden by the angel 
or man, if you like to call, to betake themselves to 
Galilee, do not agree in the different accounts. But, 
it does matter greatly whether or not the tomb wes 
suarded or unguarded; whether or not one or two women 
went to the grave; whether Joseph or Joseph and Nico- 
demus buried the Lord; whether or not it was an angel 
or two engels or a man that greeted the visitors at the 
tomb; whether or not the ascension took place on the 


Cross at the time of His death or on the day of Resurrection 
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three days later or forty days later; whether or not the 
resurrected Lord was of flesh and blood who partook food 
or came in through locked doors or whether he was a 
heavenly vision as seen by Paul and Stephen; whether or 
not the first appearance was in Galilee or Jerusalem or 
both. These and other difficulties that are raised could 
not possibly have been at such wide variance if what the 
different writers tell us have genuine historical besis 
in all cases. In view of these astonishing contradictions 
we are not justified in seeking refuge by insisting that 
sometimes an See may after all have happened, even if 
the accounts of it are quite different and even if we 
know that these accounts have been written long after the 
erucifixion of Jesus. Particularly does this obtain in 
the present instance, because the actuality of the resur- 
rection absolutely depends for its establishment upon these 
very narratives. Naturally everyone, whether a believer 
or not, has the right to demand unimpeachable witnesses. 
Because of this confusing and legendary character 
of the gospels not only in this regard but as a whole in 
numerous other instances, enemies of Christianity have 
tried to deny not only these accounts, but even the his- 
toricity of Jesus Eee: Professor Drews is one of 
the many authors who holds that belief in the historical 
reality of Jesus is the chief obstacle to religious pro- 
gress. Happily, the work of modern biblical criticism 


1. e.g. Drews: The Witnesses To The Historicity of Jesus. 


2. Drews: p. 307. 
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has established as a certainty that there is a real 
historical basis for the Christian religion and there- 
fore we need not be concerned by such an extreme view 
as presented above. However, we cannot rest our case 
here in regard to the fact of the resurrection. Such 
an attitude is almost fatal to the Christian religion. 
Our further task, therefore, is to weigh these 
evidences, rejecting those that seem to be unhistorical 
and rationally unacceptable. Having done that we shall 
consider in detail the real character of the appearances 
upon which the whole case rests. In so doing it is hoped 
to establish the thesis that even though the resurrection 
experience and the appearance of Lord were real, the ap- 
pearance was not physical but spiritual. Finally, we 
hope to show that such an experience is meaningful to us 


today. 
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DETERMINATION OF “HE FACTS. 


Our first task as we proceed to determine the 
real nature of the resurrection narratives from the 
multitude of conflicting evidences that have been 
examined is to ascertain the nature of the burial. 
The question which arises in this connection is this: 
Are we to accept the Marcan or the Johannine tradition 
of the burial? The similar accounts in Luke and 
Matthew are to be ignored because of their dependence 
on Mark. The account found in the Gospel of Peter 
will not be considered as it bears a Johannine stamp. 

The separate accounts in Mark and the Gospel of 
John agree in ascribing the burial to Joseph of Ari- 
mathea and also, in placing the tomb near the site of 
the Crucifixion. There, the agreement ends, as they 
contradict each other in details. In the first place, 
as Professor Lake points out, the character of the 
tomb described differs in the two accounts. In Mark, 
the grave is cut out of the rock; while in John, it 
was a kind of mausoleum. If this difference is as 
Professor Lake observes, then, archeological proba- 
bility entirely supports Mark. 

Secondly, the motive of Joseph in burying the 
body of Jesus differs. Mark gives no motive for 


Joseph's undertaking the burial (lk. 15:42-45); while 
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John (19:38-42) tells that he was a disciple of Jesus. 
The Marcan account appears to be the original for two 
reasons. John partly depends on Luke for his infor- 
mation and his motive of writing it is polemic. Mark 
is only concerned with statement of fact, while John 
is always trying to give reasons for his statements. 
This tendency to elaborate is found both in Matthew 
and Luke as well. 

Although it is not mentioned in either Merk or 
John, this is the proper place to point out that the 
peculiar Matthean account of the guard at the tomb as 
well as that of the Gospel of. Peter is unhistorical.. 
Professor Schmiedel offers the following reasons: (1) 
The account is absent in Mark, Luke, John; (2) it was 
extremely improbable that the Jews remembered any of 
the prophecies of Jesus that he was to rise again in 
three days, (Matt. 27:63); (3) the explanation which 
the high priests and elders suggest according to Matt. 
28:13 is untenable for it the soldiers were asleep at 
the time, they could not testify that the disciples 
stole the body; (4) not less unlikely is the supposi- 
tion that the Jewish authorities actually believed 
the account of the soldiers regarding the fact of the 
resurrection of Jesus; (5) the soldiers could not have 
accepted a bribe, least of all, if they had nothing 


better to say by way of ostensible defence than that 


they had fallen asleep; (6) the Gospel of Peter, which 
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is later than Matthew, avoids it. 

Our second main enquiry is about the events at 
the tomb on the third day. This account is to be 
found in Mark and appears also in Matthew, Luke and 
the Gospel of Peter, but variously combined with other 
traditions. An entirely different account is found in 
John (20:1-18). As they stand these accounts are con- 
tradictory as already noted earlier. Professor Lake 
as well as Montefiore and others hold that Mark is the 
original tradition and in the main historical. While 
it is to be agreed that is the original, it cannot be 
agreed that the events in themselves were wholly his- 
torical. While we may admit that the women may have 
actually revisited the tomb on the morning of the third 
as a probability, with Professor Schmiedel the histori- 
city of the events at the tomb is here denied, particu- 
larly that of the empty tomb. Whether we should lay as 
much stress as Professor Schmiedel on the silence of 
Paul as well as the silence of the women in Mark 46:6 
is difficult to state. But these silences ought to be 
taken into consideration before they are passed. To me, 
the position of Sasse who states that the empty tomb 
only became a proof of the resurrection to a generation, 
which, after the death of eye-witnesses, no longer knew 
from personel recollection, the compelling power of these 
experiences, and to simple men of the Jerusalem community, 


who needed a popular visible account of the fects of 
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Easter, who furthermore had to uphold apologetically 
before their Jewish associates the objective certainty 
of their Easter faith, has great Weimsten In other 
words, the empty tomb narrative did not precede, but 
followed the belief in a bodily resurrection. The Lord 
is risen; then, the tomb must be empty. Professor 
Bowen who has made one of the best analysis of this 
subject states that it was not the three women on the 
morning of the third day who discovered that empty tomb; 
it was the Christian Church about the year sixty. In 
such circles and at such a time as to make any verifi- 
cation impossible, the story had its rise, the child 
of the resurrection-faith, falsely apprehended. As the 
original apostolic conception of what glorious change 
had come upon Jesus the Messiah when he had laid down 
his life upon the cross underwent its inevitable mate- 
vialization, it created its legend around it. As the 
error which Paul had combated years before in Corinth 
became more and more common in the minds of the Christian 
population, and 'the resurrection of the body came to 
necessitate, in popular thought, a change wrought upon 
the entombed body of flesh, the idea of the empty tomb 
inevitably suggested itself----- . Inevitably it begen 
to shape its legend, and to tell how the grave was 
known to be empty, by whom it was seen, with what mar- 


vellous circumstances it discovery attended, and the 


1. Deissmann & Bell: Mysterium Christi. p. 95. 
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a 
like." After the lezend is thus fixed as a part of 
Christian preaching, the controversy over it begins. 
The Gospel of Matthew shows that this controversy was 
keen in the last quarter of the century. To that 
period belong narratives of the empty tomb as well as 
of the guard at the tomb, so placed in order to meet 
the apologetic demands of their own times. 

A brief discussion might be properly inserted 
here in connection with the origin of the 'third day.' 
Various theories have been proposed, but not all will 
be considered. The theory which appears most probable 
Will be indicated. Besides the Gospels Paul mentions 
it and a great deal of emphasis had been and is laid 
on this latter fact by uspestee hold the view that the 
Resurrection occurred on the third day. 

Granting that the tomb was empty for argument's 
sake, there was no one who actually saw the resurrection . 
taking place. The Gospels are silent. Therefore, we 
do not know whether Jesus arose on Priday night, sieuvast 
or the morning of Sabbath. The 'third day’ stands quite 
independently of the finding of the empty tomb. Paul 
says that He was raised on the third day, but qualifies 
it with the phrase, “according to the supibianes 2 
Professor Bowen rightly states that without definite 
historical attestation it was a part of the dogma of 
the Pe re 
1. Bowen, p. 252-3 


2. Bowen, p. 12.° 
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If, then, we maintain that the day of the Resur- 
rection itself could not be an object of historical 
knowledge, the question confronted is who fixed the 
Resurrection on the 'third day.' Paul mentions it 
either because he read it in the scripture or heard 
it from some of the disciples. If the disciples told 
him, how did they, in twin, discover? The answer is 
obvious. Jesus himself had so declared weeks before 
his death. Jesus was religiously certain that God 
would not leave him among the dead, but would raise 
him to new life, new embodiment in order that he might 
return to accomplish his Messianic mission in the event 
his life ended before the task was accomplished. With 
this conviction, he perhaps searched the Scripture . 
And surely enough, He discovered several passages that 
supported His belief. The two best passages among 
others are to be found in Hosea 6:2 which reads: ‘After 
two days will he revive us; on the third day he will 
raise us up and we shall live before him," and in @ 
Kings 20:5, “I have heard thy prayer, I have seen thy 
tears, behold, I will heal thee; on the third day thou 
shalt go up into the house of the Lord." This, in 
brief, is the way in which the'third day' became to be 
mentioned as the time of the resurrection and it has 
no historical basis whatever. 

We have two main accounts of the appearances of 
the Lord in the Gospels, the Galilean tradition to which 


belong Mark, Matthew, John Chapter 21, and the Gospel 
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of Peter; and the Jerusalem tradition to which be- 
long luke, Acts, and John Chapter 20. Besides there 
is an account in I Corin. 15 stating the number of 
ae ee 

Beginning with the Corinthians, Paul speaks of 
Six appearances including one to himself. There is 
no reason to believe, however, thet this list was 
intended to be exhaustive as Professor Schmiedel 
would have us believe. According to Paul, the Lord 
first appeared to Peter (I Corin. 15:5). This might 
be identified with the appearance mentioned in Luke 
(24:34). Next Paul says He appeared to the Twelve, 
but to which Twelve is difficult to say. This ap- 
pearance is mentioned both in Iuke (24:33) and John 
(20:19-24) though not in identical form. The ap- 
pearance to the five hundred has no corresponding 
parallels but it has been suggested by some that it 
is a variant of the account of the Pentecost in nates 
The fourth appearance to James is mentioned only in 
the non-canonical gospel according to the Hebrews. 
However, we are in no position to make an assertion 
that this account is merely an imaginative descrip- 
tion based entirely on Paul's words or that it pre- 
serves an independent een Similarly the 
1. See Swete:The Appearances of Our Lord After the 
Passion for discussion. 


2. Lake. p. 203 for Arguments of this theory. 


3. Ency. Biblica. Col. 4069. 
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fifth appesrence to all the apostles. Finslly, He 
eppeered to Paul, himself and it is to be considered 
as that which mentioned in Acts 9:1-9. 

Paul does not mention the appearance of the 
Lord to Mary Magdalene in John (20:17); to the two 
Marys in Matthew (28:10), to the two disciples on 
the Emmaus road; to Thomas and the rest (dn. 20:26- 
28) to Stephen (Acts 7:55,56) and others. Whether 
Paul knew these other appearances is difficult to 
say; but had he known them it is most peculiar that 
he is silent. Furthermore, if he knew of the appear- 
ances to the women, it is equally strange that he did 
not mention the empty tomb if he believed in it. In 
fact his silence and the whole nature of his argument 
in the I Corin. 15 disproves such a belief. 

Paul does not mention the place where the various 
appearances took place. We have, therefore, only the 
Galilean and Jerusalem traditions to compare. As they 
stand these traditions contradict each other. But 
either one or the other must be rejected. We prefer 
Galilee as the place of the appearances not only be- 
cause most modern scholars adhere to this position, 
but because all the evidences compel us to adopt it. 

The most credible statement of the Resurrection 
is found in Mark and in Matthew. According to Mark, 
it is clear that the narrative is leading up to Gali- 
lee at the place where it breaks off; while Matthew, 


who most closely followed Mark places it definitely 


rah 


g 


in Galilee. Jesus appearance in Jerusalem to the two 
women in matthew (28:9) is unhistorical, not only be- 
cause the other Synoptics are silent, but because in 
it Jesus only repeats the direction which the women 
had already received from the angel. Furthermore, if 
the disciples had seen Jesus in Jerusalem as Luke 
states, it would be absolutely incomprehensible why 
Mark and Matthew come to require them to repair to 
Galilee before they could receive a manifestation of 
Jesus. The converse, on the other hand is very easy 
to understand. Iuke found it inconceivable that the 
disciples who, according to him were still in Jeru- 
salem should have been unable to see Jesus until they 
went to Galilee. But it must be remembered that in 
actual fact the disciples had already dispersed at 
Gethsemane (Mk. 14:50, Matt. 26:56). This Luke very 
Significantly omits: These are sufficient reasons to 
maintain that not Jerusalem but Galilee was the first 
place of the appearance. The Jerusalem tradition in 


all probability is a much leter account which has no 


historical basis. 
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THH REAL CHARACTER O} THE APPEARANCE. 


When an attempt is made to determine the real 
character of the appearances, the difficulty is very 
great. The Galilean tradition does not enlighten us 
at this point; while the testimonies of Paul and that 
of the third and fourth gospels are conflecting. Ac- 
cording to Paul, as was pointed out at the very out- 


set of this study, the risen Lord was not flesh and 
i 
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blood. He was a spirit. He was no more like the old 


body than the plant is like the seed from which it 
re The old body "was corruptible, but this 
risen body is ee tecaei ules "that mortal, but this 
eestakc" s 

According to the Jerusalem tradition Jesus ap- 
peared to the disciples in the same body of flesh 
and blood in which His earthly life had been lived. 
He ate in their presence. He showed them the prints 


of His hands and feet. He bade Thomas thrust His 


hand into His side that He might be sure that it was 


1. L Corin. 15:44. 
2. Bs Corin. 15.:37 , 386 
3. I Corin. 15:42. 
4. I Corin. 15:53. 
5. Luke 24:42,43. 
6. Luke 24:39,40. 
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indeed his Master whom he es But it might be noted 
here that this record is not clear. This Gospel which 
insists upon the identity of Christ's physical body 
relates facts which seem inconsistent with what we 
know of the properties of matter. The body appears and 
disppears; passes through closed doors and has strange 
qualities which prevent immediate > essitelee we The 
suggestion here is that we have to do with two different 
conceptions, an earlier tradition which in the course 
of time has been modified by later ee 

Of the two accounts, the Pauline narzative is to 
be favored because it is not only the older, but the 
more intelligible. Even many of the most conservative 
persons favor Paul's document although they insist in 
ascribing: a physical nature to the appearances. On the 
other hand, the Jerusalem narrative as to the nature of 
the appearances can be explained as due to the contro- 
versy with Docetism, even though our Imowledge of the 
origin and early history of Docetism is al "The 
underlying principle of Docetism was that Christ before 
the resurrection was of the same physical nature as the 
Christ efter the resurrection and it started by regarding 


the latter as the norm. The other party, which in the 


Le d@6n« 20220,27. 
©. Luke. 24:16,31,37; dm. 20:19,26. 
3. W.A. Brown: Christian Hope.p.94; ep.Denney: p.131,13c. 


4. Lake. p. 221. 
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end conquered, reversed this process. They made the 
Christ before the resurrection their norm, and ap- 
pealing to their experience, and to that of the apos- 
tles as the writer of First John does, they insisted 
that the risen Lord was flesh and blood after the re- 
surrection, just as he had been before the event. Dr. 
Angus, in his book on the 'Mystery Religions and Chris- 
tianity' discusses the prevalent belief in the rebirth 
of dead eek 

Thus, although the Pauline view is to be favored, 
Paul's conception of a spiritual body presents diffi- 
culties to our modern thought for we have lost the pre- 
suppositions which made it natural. "Our world is no 
longer like that of the ancients made up of heaven, 
earth and an underworld, placing each of them with eas 
definite a location and as detailed a geography as the 
familiar planet on a geography on-which our lot is cast. 
We no longer think of ourselves as surrounded by hosts 
of spirits good and evil, and angels and demons, as the 
case may be. We have long out grown the primitive con- 
ception, still familiar to the contemporaries of the 
apostle, of spirit as a more tenious form of matter. To 
us the terms, body and spirit are mutually exclusive. 
Spirit we can understand; it is that which thinks and 
feels and wills. Body we can understand it is that which 


has extension, location and motion. But a spiritual 


1, Angus. p. 95-100. 
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body is a union of opposites which conveys no clear 
meaning to our imasination." 

Two methods have been suggested to over come the 
difficulty. One is to seek the clue to the resurrection 
experience in some hitherto unknown property of matter. 
The other is to conclude that in I Corinthians, Chapter 
15, we have the description in terms of what we should 
call an inner experience, the revelation of spirit to 
spirit. 

According to the former view it is held that the 
appearance was independent of the belief or feelings 
of the disciple. In other words, the disciples saw 
that they saw because there wes a spiritual being which 
had an existence independent of them and produced the 
appearance. This is the view hela by Dr. Denney, for 
instance. Although admitting our inability to penetrate 
a mystery, he nevertheless insists strongly upon the 
bodily character of the resurrection eppearances. "The 
rising is reletive to the grave and burial, and if we 
cannot speak of a bodily resurrection we should not 
speak of resurrection at aan Dr. Denney further states 
that an important light is cast on Paul's conception of 
the resurrection of Jesus by his use, in speaking of it, 
of the perfect tense 'He hath been raised.’ Christ rose 
it signifies, and remains in the risen state. Death has 


no more dominion over him. His resurrection was not 


1. Brown. p. 94 ff. 
2. Denney p. 102. 
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like the raisings from the dead recorded in the gos 
pels, where restoration to the old life and its duties 
and necessities is even made prominent. This thor- 
oughly understood by the original witnesses, the re- 
surrection of Jesus or the anticipated resurrection 

of Christians as dependent upon it, was no return to 
nature and to the life the world; it was the manifes- 
tation, transcending nature, of new life from God. 
This sounds plausible but it does not answer the ques- 
tion, "How?" The only approach to an answer is this. 
"Unable as he (Paul) is to explain the relation of the 
natural to the spiritual body, of the body of humilia- 
tion to the body of glory--a ‘mystery' can only be an- 
nounced; it cannot be expleined--his assumption through- 
out is certainly not that the two have nothing to do 
with each other." 

To say thet we cannot penetrate a mystery or a 
miracle, that it can only be announce, is certainly 
no answer to a question which needs thorough examina- 
tion. If the miraculous is assumed and the spiritual 
body of the appearance is maintained, then, immediately 


we shall be placed in a defensive position which is 


hard to defend. Immediately there will be a conflict 


with modern scientific knowledge and philosophy on the 
one hand and religion on the other, the former of which 
speak with a constantly increasing firmness against 


the probability of the suspension of natural law. Such 
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a view must be discarded. 

In order to get around the difficulty of the re- 
surrection of the bodily spirit therefore, there are 
some who agrue that it was only the spirit of Jesus, 
without the body, that rose and appeared to his followers. 
Here again opinion is divided as to whether or not such 
a thing is possible without assuming a miracle. Anyone 
who believes that the appearances of the spirits of the 
departed to be possible in the natural order will be 
able to dispense with assuming a miracle here. The me- 


jority, however, maintain the negative. Those persons 


who hold that it was the spirit of Jesus that appeared 


declare that the appearances of Jesus to his disciples 
differ considerably from the manner in which the spiri- 
tualism of the present day holds appearances of spirits 
to occur. And therefore they are compelled to postulate 
a miracle whereby it was made visible. Moreover, the 
view that only the spirit lives on is in no respect dif- 
ferent eS the doctrine of the imm ortality of the soul 
except in this: that in this particuler case the con- 
tinuance of the life of the spirit begins only on the 
third day. However, the essence of the doctrine of im- 
mortality lies in the fact thet the life of soul is 
never interrupted, and thus there can be no thought at 
all of the revivification after remaining for a time in 
a state of death. Revivification is a Jewish idea and 
that of immortality is as This view of the 


1. Schmiedel, Art. Resurrection and Ascension Narrative 


Enecy. Biblica Col. 4077. 
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appearance of the spirit of Jesus without body must 
be discarded also. | 

If, then, we reject the resurrection of the bod- 
ily spirit of Jesus, itis necessary to seek a more 
satisfactory explanation. Such an explanation has 
been found in the so-called vision-hypothesis. Keim 
who gives us a good account of the vision-hypothesis 
states that there is "a world of mental facts, that 
enigmatical world of thoughts and feelings Which es- 
tablishes itself in the fomain of religious conviction 
and inspiration--so firmly as to become to the patnevor 
more certain than the external world that stands ten- 
gibly and undeniably before his eyes, until at last 
this inner world, by the active power of the will as 
before on the wings of fancy projects itself into the. 
external world, the pious eye, thinks it sees what the 
burning heart commands, boytavencin 

The vision-hypothesis was first advocated by 
Celsus whose purpose was to attack.Christianity. This 
ancient opponent of Christianity had transferred the 
myth of the resurrection to this inner domain, and had 
published the supposition that Mary Magdalene being 
possessed of a peculiar mentel character favored ns 
world with a dream-vision, or with a fancy of her own 
coining or with an intentional lie. But towards the 
close of his polemical treatise against the Christians, 


this passionate critic transforms himself into a 


1. Keim: p. 331. 
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believer. 

For many centuries, however, the vision-hypo- 
thesis had no success, and it was rejected by Origen 
himself. It was held in a certain sense by Spinoza 
who stated that "there came to the disciples in these 
appearances, which were accommodated to their under- 
Standings by the condescending action of God, the 
knowledge of the spiritual resurrection of Jesus, from 
the dead Joan the example of his sanctity in life 
and death." An attitude somewhat akin to Spinoza's 
view, called the reflection-hypothesis was advocated 
by scholars like Geiger, Gratz and weet 

It was Strauss who finally came forward most 
strongly to advocate the ee, ore At pre- 
sent the vision theory is to be regarded as the most 
prevalent, and as the best scientific explanation of 
the obscure proceedings that followed the death of 
Jesus. Advocated by Strauss, Renan, Scholten and 
Reville earlier, it is now almost universally accepted 
by such modern scholars as Gilbert, Moffatt, Montefiore, 
Bowen, Schmiedel, Brown and many others. The visions 


mentioned in the Old and New Testaments, as well as 


1. Origen. Con. Cels. 2, 55. 
2. Spinoza, Epist. 23. Henr. Oldenb. 
3. Keim. p. 333 and note at bottom. 


4. Strauss: Reimarus. p. 281 and since in his "New 


life of Jesus." Vol. 1. p. 41cz. 
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those of ecclesiastical history as a whole support 

the theory that the strong agitation into which the 
disciples were thrown by the unexpected, inconceivable 
incredible and insupportable death of Jesus, the Mes- 
Sieh, would without the incitation of the impression 
produced by the empty grave pass over into such states 
of ravished contemplation of the imperishable, indis- 
pensable man, as would be held to be appearances of 
Jesus himself and were at once interpreted as the liv- 
ing evidence of a case of resurrection. Professor 
Woodworth points out that images taken for real things 
are common in some forms of mental mere Here 
the subject's hold on objective fact is weakened by 
his absorption in his own desires and fears, and he 
hears reviling voices and smells suspicious odors or 
sees visions that are in line with his desires and 
fears. Such false sensations are called hallucina- 
tions whether we like it or not. 

A closer examination of the appearances certainly 
brings to light a number of circumstances that support 
the above conception. First of all, there are the im- 
mediate characteristics of these occurrences, the mere 
seeing and being seen suddenly, momentarily, inter- 
mittently without speech, these appearances extending 


from individuels to several, then, to many from the 


re Keim. pe 334~335. 
2. Woodworth. Psychology p. 375. 
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most impressionable to the sensitive, but never to 
unbelievers, to Jews, and Gentiles. Even in the 
Gospels, despite the distinct corporification of this 
Spirit-like appearing and disappearing, there is a 
dread of the 'spirit' which appears particularly in 
the night-hours, as well es a difficult recognition 
or a persistent doubt on the part of several. Fi- 
nally, there is the additional fact that these appear- 
ances are expressly placed in the same category as the 
later appearance to Paul, at least in his owm narration. 
The nature of the appearance to Paul on his way to 
Damascus brings us face to face with a fresh kind of 
evidence. The whole history of the apostolic time is 
rich in appearances due to excited nerves; it is full of 
visions and ecstasies. The Jewish Christian opponents 
of Paul boast of their visions and revelations of the 
Lord; but Paul does so no less. Once, whether in the 
body or out of the body he knew not, he was caught up 
into the third heaven, into Paradise where he heard un- 
utterable words. At another time he heard words spoken 
by Jesus; and at another, indeed the first time, he 
only saw the Lord's glorified form (2 Cor. 18:1,8@ <i 
Cor. 9:1). Or he speaks in general terms of inward and 
outward divine revelations concerning the nature of 


Christians' future, as well as concerning journeys and 


1. Matt. 28:17; Lk.24:16-31,37;dn.20:15 ff. 


as I Corin. 15:5-8. 


— 


ef waver fwd ,ovitiones oft cd eidumoisaase 


a To 


. | _ 
: ¢a3 Xi Gove det timed Doe, awet tia ie vert 


etd? 26 noliveettizegsae Jontteld edd etiqaek , | 
a ai eter? ,solbtaegqgegks ics gat<aeqga oxtin~t +s eps 

af (isaivolsivag etzeqys dotdw 'sixitqa’ odt Xa 
Hos T erg 900" ‘¢heerrres 208 [lew ts ,etnod-tigin & r 
~£?. . Leveres te we8q ent oo ddgck ee & 
72H9ggo e60ls sect sont fesot$ibha en} ai ekedtt vit 
ei? ay (Tonetse suze ett al seoaly ylunetqes ete eq 7 
sMottexies owe etal ¢ecel te , inst ot somezeeqye Team 
Lit aad uin 20 foal ov sonttwaqen off to eTetsn id 
S0° baie dasa & dtiw evst oF so2t ev agate area 


>. Bi-eeht offotvoye wid te yroteté éfonw. ad? soos iE 


a 

“to ist a2 gf ;aevrec betioxe OF: amb sonar tesgge st 
- Btee copy satiubtso sesest ott eehantece baa srolaty 
Add So enoftalewss Boe siornay tisdy to ¢asod fnat Ee 


= O84 m2 “sisoae .otnO seer on va bob Lest dod + 
| we Sisvs5 Baw 1 Jen weak ‘ed ybod on re veo to Works 
=e Sutsod af =e:ip eeibersy tat -eovand Sridy-ed? otne 
Metoge veto; btaied oA oaid ractons ta “.tbtow _——_ 
ef .etit feck ad? beets eettesesl ta bes: pawastnd ; 
A GW CSE .tooB) mzet Seltixols et brol ed? wae a 
Gen Lioe.t 20 srred. fexsaearnd aise sa 10 AL 00 
-S 0a lun -ev! eenreomnd enottalerer oubeeS | ; od 
ins Sjemivo. “rlsteonde Ra <ELewogg osntat" re 


wy 
-o 


le UG Foe fitiaes 


74 


courses of action for the pacification of dissensions 
(2oCor. 2:6-16; 7:40; Gal. 2:2), He also refers copi- 
ously to a kind of divine worship which was very pop- 
ular in all Christien Churches, and which he practiced 
with virtuousity, namely, that of speaking with tongues 
which according to his clear description was an un- 
conscious or half-unconscious glorification of God, his 
salvation and the future with a loud voice and in in- 
articulate and unintelligible sounds, a phenomenon fre- 
quent among enthusiastic communities (I Cor. 15:1 ff.). 

Although unmentioned previously in this discussion, 
a little later than Paul stands the man of the Revela- 
tion, John, who, on the resurrection-day of Jesus at 
Easter saw in spirit the glorified form of Jesus and the 
occurrences which were to take place in heaven and earth 
until the second advent of Jesus (Rev. 1:9 ff.). 

The Acts of the Apostles also attests these appear- 
ances seen by pious enthusiasm. Besides that of Paul, 
it knows of visions seen by Peter, Philip, Stephen, 
Ananias and the centurion Cornelius by the miraculous 
revelations of the spirit. 

All these visions are in their neture products of 
the peculiar mental condition of the seer, and this is 
the explanation which must be given to the nature of 
the appearances. 

However, those who adhere to the visionary inter- 
pretation of the appearances do not all hold to this 


subjective vision theory. Instead, Professor Keim and 
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others advocate the objective vision theory. This 
theory is different from the theory of the bodily 
Spirit resurrection. According to the objective 
vision theory, we ere told that the disciples saw 
nothing real; neither the body of Jesus clothed with 
earthly or heavenly attributes, nor the spirit of 
Jesus whether in true spirit or in some kind of ac- 
quired visibility. What they believed they saw was 

in reality only a visionary image, without any real 
appearance of Jesus; but this visionary image was 
produced in their souls immediately by God in order 
that they might be assured that Jesus was risen. It 
was a "telegram from heaven" as Professor Keim calls 
it. But such an act of revelation from God is nothing 
less than a miracle. It is no less a miracle than the 
appearance of bodily spirit or the spirit alone. Were 
it not miraculous, the visionary image of the risen 
Jesus in the minds of the disciples could only have 
its origin in their own subjective condition. This is 
not totally denying the objective vision possibility 
to those who hold it but it is “our scientific duty to 
do without miracles whenever we aoe If all other 
miracles are ill-founded, it is highly probable that 
this one is ill-founded too. Furthermore when the 
“whole building up of the resurrection narratives can 
be adequately accounted for on the subjective vision 


possibility, and when the appearance of the subjective 


1. Montefiore. Vol. p. 399. 
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\ 
visions to the disciples or to sme of them, can 

also be accounted for with adequate psychological 

Oe iaiitints- why not be content with such a 
hypothesis instead of holding on to the objective 
vision hypothesis which has seemingly insurmount- 

able difficulties? 

Somé of the objections that have been raised 
will be briefly Weneilezed before we draw our final 
conclusion. One of the objections raised to the 
subjective vision theory is the argument that all of 
Paul's experiences of seeing the risen Lord are not 
visionary. Professor eibicals who advocated this 
argument stated that the Damascus vision of Paul 
and those which are mentioned later in Acts 22:6-10 
and 26:12-18 are entirely different. It is argued 
that although, in the former instance, the Apostle 
did not know whether he was in the body or out of the 
body, in the latter cases, he does not even hint at 
the idea that he was uncertain. But clearly such an 
argument cannot be entertained because it has been 
definitely established that these three incidents re- 
ferred are one and the same, while we recognize that 
there is considerable variation in the details of these 


three accounts. The description in the first case does 


not imply but rather excludes of a material nature. If 


1. Tbid. p. 399. 
2. Milligan. p. 81 ff. Vision Theory. 
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this is true of the first, it must also be true of 
the other two being varied accounts of the farats 

Another objection that is raised is the areu- 
ment that in order to have visions of the risen 
Lord, the disciples must have previously believed in 
His resurrection. There is reason to believe that 
they did. The resurrection was a general belief of 
the time and Jesus predicted his speedy return in 
order to accomplish his Messianic mission. Today we 
are forced to recognize that some of these predictions 
are authentic. The apostles, after the tirst moment 
of bewilderment occasioned by the death of Jesus, must 
have remembered that He had announced His glorious re- 
turn from heaven, and for that reason a belief in the 
Resurrection of Jesus forced itself upon them, indepen- 
dently both of the visions and of the empty tomb. It 
was during the intense excitement prcadoed by the death 
of Jesus that the visions of Him would be most likely 
to occur. 

Finally, the more powerful and vigorous objection 
against this theory is the ev cuiesth that the adoption 
of it will be the painful admission that one of the 
fundamental. faith of Christianity is hinged to an 
'illusion'. Dr. Denney protests very strongly that 
"this estimate of the resurrection means that it is 
to be treated as a pathological phenomenon belonging 
to disease and disorder, not to the health and sanity 


of the human spirit----. it is not easy to discredit 
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off hand as a mere illusion what has meant so much 

in the life of the human cca This also is the 
view of br. Montefiore who while recognizing this 
weakness holds to the vision Shes With the 

Spirit that prompts these words every Christian must 
feel himself in sympathy, but at the same time, it 
must be indicated that the objections raised ere not 
valid. it need not be a sad thing even to admit that 
the vision itself is an ‘illusion.‘ For granting it 
does not imply an admission that the resurrection 
faith is based upon an illusion. Illusion is one 
thing, faith is another. It was the belief in the 
resurrection, as already pointed out, that forced the 
vision in the minds of disciples. The vision is the 
result, not the cause of the faith in the resurrection. 
Therefore it is wrong to argue that the adoption of 
the subjection vision theory is the admission that the 
Christian faith and the foundation of the Church rest 
upon a mere hallucination. ‘the resurrection is a pro- 
found spiritual experience based upon the faith that 
the life and supreme personality of Jesus did not ter- 
minate upon the Cross. It can also be stated that the 
spostlic faith definitely rests upon the profound im- 
pression made by Jesus upon His disciples during his 


life; that it was this great character which led to the 


1. Denney. p. 109. 


2. Montefiore. Vol. 1. pe 399.~ 


fost © Jono est tate ae set bt eee ‘s a Boreal. 
on? ef-esle gut Seon cane edt to othr oe 
~ eidt patetrsocer oftdw’ ote exoltoteolt std to h 
ett ere ” <iete tee ext OF ebfod ¢ 
Stat maitaixdd yreve ebhfow enedd etqmoze taddy dt, 
#£ ,omlt ome ef) ts tod /ydtegeyp at Ltosmtd | 
ti ets Seatat ancticetds ens. tad¢ betastbat ed @ 
doit tigss of ceve ankit bet «a 04 ton buen tL. bbtaw | 
*F gattnarg, 0% *-cotantts' we et. tfoaticoteey af) 
( MeLtoetri2ex edt tei? woteetmda oa vlqmt. tea 90d) 
eno af qotert{l .coltesff[? se aca bosad af tte 
Boy Mbit ct tebled od? apw tI .xedtons at tie? ypabee 
eas. dooret ted? . tro betetod baioxtn ag ,toitioorrsges 
. MAS et motety eft. .sefqivsth te shabm a4} ol -poleky 
apobtosriias x 645 mt Tees eit 2o.eswsp edt tom . Monee 
rete Roltqohs adi deus. oarath. of prosw ef t1 atolevedt s 
conn eadt netaslvin.oue et yroeit cotety avitosttus efé! 


- 


duet dexmits ads to Aottabasot ely Las Attest netioasrd® 
peig = ef neifsotivset ad? .noltacfoetfat stems noe 
ait dtist eff acqy 5e22d soveftegxs Lleusixtge sae 


404 von Lh aves to Witleapereg eerqus has otbs ‘tae 
eit teid Getzta ad: one naa 25 .ese td edd cogy edartey’ 
) mig? Bayotou; etd noem etaes eistinttas atiat obfs set 
Wid guisvd colqtouth ek moge Quseb yd ehex aplaaee 
Maipied £56 foice <a ote Meety etdd-aew aE  tedd -, 


ab 


“tea 


«8@S ah | a ae 


conviction that He was the lilessiah. Their conviction 
had the same foundation as Jesus' own personal faith. 
The Master believed in his Messiehship because of the 
perfect moral and spiritual gifts with which God had 
endowed Him. What Jesus really was in life, then, 
engendered His own faith and that of His disciples, 
and also aroused the certain belief His resurrection 
and His parousis which are indissolubly connected. 

In short, at the heart of it all lies the supreme 


Personality. 


79 


= - an 


tépivses “let? .deideel et? aew el @ame genoa 
-C0fe- fanoeteq awa ‘sea0% 8a coltebmest emus edt 2 
@43 7¢ senased gtisdaleseX eis ze heovelied-cefeak 2 
bert SoC dotdw dtbe-atths Larftttgn Ses iecon teeeeee 
,nent ,etil at sew ¢llaeer’ enset pasty "ik howe 
<aetqs ist uiz to fadt Bae deiat amwo eis betes 
MeLeUSsILAOT Sil Tei Lod aiattos Sit Setsots oplfe 
«Betsennos yltulesetbat sta doidy stanrotaq. oben 


osetgie oir sefl Ife ti lc treed edt ta trem 


«Evita el» 


80 


CONCLUSION. 


What is the meaning of the Resurrection to us 
today? Why is it so important to believe that the 
Lord has risen? What difference does it.make to us 
today whether or not we share the faith of the first 
disciples concerning the risen Jesus? 

"To answer these questions aright we must begin 
by reminding ourselves what difference it made to them. 
To Paul certainly it made the srestest possible dif- 
ference. It made all the difference between salvation 
and perdition, between heaven and hell. If Christ has 
not been raised, he declared to his converts, then is 
our preaching vain; your faith also is vain." (I Cor. 
46:14).. 

"Why was it true? It was because the resurrection 
established Jesus! Messiahship. It was the method 
which God took to convince those whose faith had been 
staggered by the crucifixion that Jesus was really what 
he claimed to be, the Lord of the world, and the Savior 
of mankind." ; 

To the heart-broken disciples who had almost lost 
then faith in Jesus‘ messiahship after his death upon 


Cross, the resurrection was the restoretion and re- 


strengthening of their faith. 


bie Brown. Pe. 97. 
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It will help us to understand the real Signif- 
cance of the resurrection if we contrast the above 
answers with one or two others which are often given. 

The effect of the resurrection was not, as we are 
sometimes told, to establish the fact of a life after 
death, still less was it to satisfy men's curiosity as 
to its nature. It was rather to shed new light on the 
meaning and value of life here. 

Nor was the significance of the resurrection to 
be found in its revelation of the nature of the life 
after death. This too is often asserted but incorrectly. 
It was not God's purpose through the resurrection of 
Jesus to inform us as to the conditions of life after 
death. If it were He has failed in His purpose for 
certainly we are as far as ever from agreement. The real 
purpose was to establish the Messiahship of Jesus. It 
was the proof of the Messiahship of Jesus. It was God's 
witness that His claim was true, and it carried with it 
the entire conception of life, of salvation and of ser- 
vice with which Jesus was identified. It is such an 
assurance which the Resurrection ike ihe us. This is 
a spiritual experience and as Dr. Inge says “the inner 
light can only testify to spiritual truths." What it 
assures us in deepest religious experiences is thet 
Jesus lives, and that we shall live also. Such a mar- 


velous experience was the effect of the impress of 


1. Inge. Christian ilysticism. p. 3£6. 
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Jesus’ personality on his disciples. Whatever psy- 
chology may have to say here, it is clear that with- 
out this tremendous personal impression in the souls 
of His disciples Jesus would not, could not, have 
appeared. Such an experience as the Resurrection 
brings us face to face with the worth of personal 
values and challenges us to higher and nobler living. 
Even though the flesh decays, the perfect Personality 
lives on eternally. In this materialistic age when 
we are preoccupied merely in the acquisition of the 
things that are seen, it teaches us that there are 


personal values which far exceed them all. 
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Doubleday & Doran. 1929 
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